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ABSTRACT
International students on American college and university campuses represent important underrecognized complex non-homogeneous minority presence commonplace at institutions of higher
education in the early twenty-first century. The impact of international students on institutions
of higher education is generally recognized from four primary perspectives including academic,
cultural, political and economic characteristics (Funk, 2001). International students represent 3.5
percent (671,616 of 19,103,000) of all students attending institutions of higher education in the
United States in the 2008-09 academic year(Institute of International Education, 2011).
International students were estimated to generate $17.66 billion to the US economy and $118.9
million to the State of Louisiana economy with the inclusion of educational and living expenses
in the 2008-09 academic year(NAFSA: National Association of Foreign Student Advisors,
2011). Previous research determined these estimates based on secondary data underestimated
true economic return when compared to analysis based on primary data (Funk, 2001). Accurate
economic estimation may positively affect state-level funding policy to institutions of higher
education campuses. The problem addressed by this study is the determination of the economic
impact of international students to the study campus and regional economy. The research
questions addressed included determination of the international student economic impact to the
study campus, Louisiana State University, and the community, Baton Rouge, Louisiana. Cost
and benefit economic impact assessment provided economic return with data summarization
calculated using SPSS analysis. Data collection occurred at the study campus, Louisiana State
University and A & M College, and included secondary data from university records, state
budget and planning documents and primary data gathered from students. Stratified proportional
random sampling of the sub-population of international students at Louisiana State University
provided a proportional representation of the student population. The study provides a

xi

determination of the economic impact of the international student population of LSU on the
university and community through exploratory and confirmatory examination of new primary
student data compared with previous research and generally accepted models that made use of
secondary data to generate reported results.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
The presence of international students on the college and university campuses in the
United States is commonplace in the early twenty-first century. ―At no time since the Middle
Ages has higher education been more international‖ (Altbach and Teichler, 2001, p. 5). As a
group, international students are an important, yet under-recognized, minority presence at
American colleges and universities. American institutions of higher education (IHE‘s) are those
colleges and universities where American is defined as ―of relating to the United States of
America or its people or language or culture‖ (Princeton University Cognitive Science
Laboratory, 2006).
Altbach (1991) reported, ―Higher education is increasingly international and foreign
students are among the most important and visible elements of this internationalism‖ (p. 305).
International students, as a heterogeneous minority, may not even be acknowledged as a
recognizable group at the campus level due to the mixed nationalities that form a non-cohesive
sub-population of college and university students. Throsby noted that foreign students comprise
a minority of total enrollments as most tertiary institutions of education have the function of
providing service to local students (Throsby, 1991b). Funk (2001) noted, ―international
studentry is, by definition, a non-homogenous group‖ (p.34).
The world is acquiring more of a global community characteristic than in any previous
time in history. Internationalization of higher education from the Middle Ages to the end of the
eighteenth century were ―pilgrimages‖ and the happy few who aspired to higher education had
to go long distances from home to travel to the ‗studium‘ of their choice (de Wit, 2002, p. 5).
Though in the fifteenth century, higher education was more widespread, study abroad to
complete studies at a renowned university and disciplines not taught in their own schools

remained important, however de Wit (2002) noted some countries prohibited international study
during the sixteenth century due to the perceived negative impact of religious and political
contamination.
Reduction in foreign student numbers affected the cities that most of the wondering
scholars (students known as ―the Bildungsreise‖) visited, as ―economic and financial arguments
were important‖ (de Wit, 2002, p. 9). Mobility of the eighteenth and nineteenth century
Renaissance period provided for intellectual education travel for young members of the elite. de
Wit (2002, p. 9) noted that until the twentieth century, ―the mobility of students was greater in
the direction from the United States to Europe,‖ which is in contrast to the current situation.
Of all the communities in the United States, the higher education campus community may be the
most sensitive to global diversity and the most cognizant of the importance of its citizens to have
exposure to individuals from other countries, and that these individuals, in turn have exposure to
US citizens. According to Hansen (2001), ―international education is a dynamic concept that
involves a journey or movement of people, minds, or ideas across political and cultural frontiers.
The development of ‗worldmindedness‘ can become the goal of any school, and hence any
school can become truly ‗international‘‖ . de Wit (2002) stated, ―Higher education has become
more deregulated, privatized and market oriented, with more diverse income sources. The
entrepreneurial university of today has its own reasons to become international‖ (p. 3).
Background of the Study: International Student
The scope of this study was to determine the annual academic and non-academic
expenditures (benefits) of international students on a selected southern US campus. International
students at Louisiana State University and A&M College served as the population for the study.
The sample size and research design selected was determined in order to provide a
comprehensive examination of international student economic impact as an independent study
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and as comparison and validation of previous work performed by Funk (2001) to generate an
International Student Economic Impact Model (ISEIM). Funk reported that the institutions
ability to determine the economic impact on the university campus is hampered by lack of
―assessment research‖ in determination of the international‘s costs or benefits. Funk further
stated, ―the tendency to marginalize international programs and students in the U.S., for instance,
as a supplement within the higher education mission underscores the need for research-based
advocacy as a fundamental, primary step to internationalization at the institution level,‖ and ―in
many ways local, state and national interests in many ways are the stronger actors in the new
geo-educational paradigm than universities‖ (p. 24-25).
The emphasis of this study was to establish the economic impact of international students
on the selected university and community. Economic variables identified from student supplied
information were separated into educational and non-educational expenditures to establish
impacts at the academic institution and locals. International student tuition and student fees were
assessed against institutional liabilities, including special support, instructional costs and
financial aid to determine the positive or negative net economic impact to the university.
International Education
Funk (2001) found that the concept of ―international student‖ varied in meaning
depending on the context of the student, host country and the sending country, which are
additionally influenced by competing institutional and national stakeholders that have replaced
traditional cultural and educational motivations with economic and technological transfer
agendas. Funk further indicated that international education can be perceived from three broad
perspectives: international education as a movement, international education as transformations
and transactions and international as defined through institutional structure.
As a movement, Funk (2001) identified international education as related to the physical
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movement of faculty and students across natural bodies. This identifier encompasses ―the
transfer of technology and expertise between countries via scholarly exchange, commercial
movement as business relationships and market preferences evolve related to overseas
educations experiences‖ . Anderson (2007) reported that results from a National Venture
Capital Association (NVCA) showed from a survey of immigrant entrepreneurs in privately held
venture backed companies that ―forty-six percent of the immigrant founders had come to the
United States as international students, a previously unrecognized benefit of admitting
international students to the United States‖ .
As a transformation and transaction perspective, Funk (2001) reported, ―this view is
students and faculty moving between nation states, and with them quantifiable transactions in
knowledge, technology, human capital, economic development, and educationally exported
economic impact‖ . From this perception, international education is characterized by over half a
million international student attending US institutions of higher education annually and having
an estimated impact of billions of dollars and provides a highly skilled work force that conduits
economic networking and linkages following graduation (Funk, 2001; National Association of
Foreign Student Advisors, 2005; Institute of International Education, 2006)

.

International educators within higher education often tend to articulate international
education in internal transformational terms-- the educational, cultural, social and inter-personal
development role of international education. Outside the academy‘s walls, external, hard
articulations of international education tend to gain the most receptive audiences. The
definitions of internationalization that lend themselves to concrete quantifiable images gain the
most political attention in a higher education development climate where international education
is competing for attention with other institutions needs. Not surprisingly then, the key issues for
international education economic impact and cost/benefit analysis and the related issue of
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human knowledge migration—fall within an external, ‗hard‘ framework for internationalization
(Funk, 2001).
Defining International Education / International Student
Arum and Van de Water defined international education as ―the multiple activities,
programs, and services that fall within international studies, international educational exchange
and technical cooperation‖(Arum and Van de Water, 1992). Other universities differ in their
definition in relation to different organizational structures which results in varied definitions of
international education‘s meaning on the respective campuses (Funk, 2001). Some universities
lack definitions in their university organizations of international student beyond an ―international
student is a non-immigrant student on F-1 or J-1 visa,‖ as a functional tool (Louisiana State
University International Cultural Center, 2007). The Institute of International Education
(2007c), in its annual report, used the following definition, ―an international student is defined as
anyone who is enrolled at an institution of higher education in the United States who is not a US
citizen, an immigrant (permanent resident) or a refugee‖ (para. 4).
Interested Parties
The results of an economic impact analysis on a university campus will interest the
business/government community most related to taxpayers/voters, while the academic
community will be more supportive from a social justice perspective for the betterment of
society as a globalized international community. Bilateral support requires an understanding by
both camps of thought related to `the total perspective of international students, inclusive of
causative academic, political and social factors that lead to a need to understand the economic
costs and benefits related to their presence in an institution of higher education and the local
community.
Recruiters recognize the importance of linking the economic impact of international
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students positively to institutions of higher education‘s pursuit of diversification in a global
education pursuit. William Weger, the director of international recruitment and admissions at
Liberty University in Virginia stated:
We can talk humanitarianism, social welfare, uniting the world, intercultural exchange,
and other unquantifiables all you want, but the world runs on money, and when we
follow the money and other quantifiables, we get a much better understanding of the
systems in which we work‖ (Darrup-Boychuck, 2007, p. 65)
A similar perspective was observed by Bill Elliot, director of international admissions at
Eastern Illinois University, ―moral guidance in deciding how to allocate resources isn‘t
something I completely scoff at, but if I go into our school‘s business office and ask them for
money to recruit and tell them I needed it because my gut tells me
it‘s a good idea, I‘d likely be fired. I like the approach of trying to calculate ROI
(Return on Investment)‖ (Darrup-Boychuck, 2007).
Establishing an understanding of the issues involved in the multifaceted interrelationship
of international students on US college and university campuses can be enhanced with a better
understanding of the historical basis of the importance of these students. The relevance of
determining economic impact using primary data from students to provide an accurate
component of a costs and benefits is to better expose all components of the topic, which are
better understood as a package presentation. Funk (2001) stated,
International educators must not only be able to define international education to their
university communities but must be able to articulate a conceptual framework to a public
asking the policy question of how international education impacts their communities and
its importance relative to other competing interests. An appropriate perspective on
international education merges the competing definitions into a holistic conception that
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incorporates all international influences within the institution .
Early International Education
Understanding early international education is important in establishing why
incorporation of foreign students in American higher education is a political topic of importance.
The earliest attendance recorded by a foreign student in the United States was Francisco de
Mirando, a South American who attended Yale in 1784 and ―marked a long trend of steadily
increasing numbers of Latin higher education in the United States‖ (Bevis, 2002). Yung Wing
graduated from Yale in 1854 as the first Chinese student to graduate from an American
institution of higher education starting a cultural exchange of four installments of thirty students
from China (Bevis and Lucas, 2006). This latter introduction was successful in introducing
Western cultural exchange to the degree that the Chinese ministry recalled the students as they
had been allowed to enjoy more privileges than was good for them, and ―conservative mandarins
who feared the students‘ loss of their own culture‖ (Kao, 2003, para. 1).
Through the early 1900‘s, few European students came to America, as ―Europeans and
Americans both agreed that European universities were far superior to anything America could
offer‖ and ―international education in the United States was more an experiment than a serious
endeavor‖ (Glazier and Kenschaft, 2002). This perception changed with the end of World War I
and rebuilding European universities was not the highest priority during European
reconstruction. The first noted marketing of American universities to European students came
from the University of Kansas, where Chancellor Frank Strong, in 1915, published an article
entitled, The Opportunity of American Universities, where he assured that the US would educate
future generations of European students (Glazier and Kenschaft, 2002). Recognition by Strong
that students from abroad would come to US to study led to later awareness that political and
cultural benefits existed in international interaction at colleges and universities and incentives for
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planned attraction to the US institutions of higher education need to be addressed.
Planned Program
Initially, international higher education student‘s attendance at US schools was
incidental. Later views of the international student interaction were determined to have
important roles in political and cultural cross-exposure on in an academic setting. Leighton
(1917), at The Ohio State University during World War I, noted the US was preparing in battle
to maintain and extend the principals of ―democratic and responsible government‖ . Leighton
noted that American‘s must acquire the habit of thinking in international terms, as the world war
had disturbed our parochial habits and ―that we cannot stand apart from the dominating world
currents and remain a great state, ‖ and furthermore that ―our geographical isolation has been
annihilated by rapid transit and well-nigh instantaneous communication‖ . In support of the need
to have better understanding of the world, Leighton indicated that training world civics and
world politics is important in developing humane world relationships.
Roucek (1946) recognized the significance after World War II of understanding the
cultures and peoples of other countries. He expressed concerns over the safety of the world in its
current state in 1946. ―The main question before the world today is whether our children are
going to have a chance to live to a happy old age or be blown to bits in another war. One way of
avoiding war is for everyone to be able to know just what is going on all over the earth before
ultimate hell can break loose in an atomic Armageddon‖ (Roucek, 1946). Roucek identified that
the institutions of higher education should play a role in peace. America‘s educational system
has magnificent opportunities to place the knowledge of Central-Eastern Europe in proper focus.
―The knowledge of this part of the world must replace the traditional ignorance and disregard of
the problems in the region‖ .
Supporting Roecek‘s view, Lengyel (1946) identified that ―Interest in international
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education as an aid to world peace is of recent origin‖ . Lengyel further stated, ―The Second
World War intensified interest in international education. It was recognized that much greater
efforts must be made in the future than in the past, and also that the former Axis countries must
be purged of their education poison after the war‖ . deWit (1999) indicated the United States
policymakers presented education as an initiative for peace and understanding and with the end
of the Cold War, the emphasis for international education changed from political to economic.
The United States took a leading role in pressing for world understanding through international
education and the Congress of the United States voted funds for an exchange of teachers and
students according to Lengyel. These authors of the time provide the basis of policy that has
over one-half million international students in institutions of American higher education.
Selvadurai (1992) stated ―The migration of students from one country to another for
educational purposes is a phenomenon which has a long history‖ (para. 1). Selvadurai further
identified the transition in importance of international studies after World War II stating, ―many
nations began to recognize education as a national priority with a conscious intent to strengthen
economic growth, maintain political stability and increase national prestige‖ (para. 1).
Administrators of colleges were found to welcome international visitors as an expression of the
universal value of education that allowed further international understanding and good will
through dissemination of knowledge. Selvadurai reported ―international students are considered
a source of cultural diversity, enlightenment and revenue‖ (para. 3).
Expansion Incentives
The political interest in international education expanded dramatically after World War II
as international study areas were seen as an expansion of America‘s perceived national interest to
help the United States better understand the rest of the world (Klitgaard, 1981). Programs were
funded by foundations such as Ford, Carnegie and Rockefeller to develop expertise at
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universities to: produce experts knowledgeable about various areas of the world; influence
foreign policy, to internationalize universities; internationalize public education; and, make
intellectual contributions built on interdisciplinary research (Klitgaard, 1981). Teichert (1958)
identified that foreign area studies had become very important, as ―there is a fundamental lack of
mutual understanding among the world‘s peoples‖ and ―Unfortunately, the foreign-area inquiry
is frequently carried on by so-called experts who often do not speak the language of the country
they specialize in and who consequently never establish the psychological contact necessary to
reach below the surface of the… underdeveloped areas of the world‖ .
Global Leadership
Research has shown that those who have achieved higher levels of education abroad
often occupy key positions in the political economic and academic life of their countries (Funk,
2001). Funk additionally stated that ― the high prestige accorded education in the West,
particularly the US and Britain, shapes basic and social concepts and theories in developing
countries and defines who are considered the experts‖ . The initiative of the US to expand
international education ―recognizes international education‘s value in global systemic
development,‖ and ―to maintain a role as a world leader, US higher education must enhance its
efforts to building ties and recognizing the value of those international students in the US who
will guide the political, cultural, and economic development of the countries in the future‖ .
Political and cultural exposure to the United States through IHE‘s has been demonstrated by the
attendance of many future leaders of other countries. The American Immigration Law
Foundation (American Immigration Law Foundation, 2003) reported that, as of the date of the
report, noted global leadership included 46 current and 165 former heads of government were
products of American institutions of higher education, including Afghanistan President Hamid
Karzai, former Mexican President Vincente Fox, and former British Prime Minister Toni Blair.
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Global Community
In line with the concept of global leadership, the impact of international education
in American universities exists beyond just the academic perception. Gruebel and Scott (1966)
examined the relationship value of international programs both for those students coming to the
US and those students going to other countries. Their research scope aimed at the social
resource cost to the US and its engagement in a world-wide foreign college student program.
Gruebel and Scott found the ―students intellectual development is promoted by this contact with
foreign cultures, this new social environment and the instructional variety,‖ and ―enriches the
educational experience of the domestic student‖ . Accepting the philosophy of the world being a
―global village‖, the university and college communities have recognized that higher education
faculty and staff have the responsibility of teaching young Americans to be responsible citizens
in the global community (O'Connor and Ferrari, n.d.).
The importance of international students as political, cultural/social and academic
influences on US colleges and universities has been well documented. de Wit stated (2002),
―Internationalization has become an important issue in the development of higher education,‖.
Grubel and Scott (1966) indicated there is ―widespread agreement about the range of benefits to
students, host institutions, and participating countries through academic exchange programs.
Grubel and Scott further reported that benefits are often identified by the student‘s intellectual
development promoted by contact with foreign culture, social environment and instructional
variety. Cambridge and Thompson (2004) stated, ―schools where international education is
practiced are frequently sites of cultural pluralism and multiculturalism, either because of the
diversity of nationalities represented among the students or because of the synthesis of a
third culture collision between expatriate and host country cultures‖ .
From the student perspective, the value of a university degree by students attending

11

school from many parts of the Third World is significant to their future. Altbach (1991) stated, ―
the value of overseas training is declining as local institutions achieve high standards, but there is
still a considerable value attached to foreign in studying much of the Third World‖ . Altbach
additionally supported that an international degree provides an added advantage in the job
market and that foreign degree has the prestige of ‗snob appeal.‘ Good universities in foreign
countries have intense competition, further generating pursuit of foreign degrees. Altbach (1991)
indicated that in relation to Malaysia, Singapore and Hong Kong, ―students from these countries
(and a number of others) find it more difficult to obtain admission to local universities than
many overseas institutions‖ . Andere (2004) found host countries (exporters of education) with
the best education offer, according to the market are well organized to welcome students from
around the world (U.S. and U.K.), but limit attendance by requiring English proficiency and
standardized tests.
―As a rationale for internationalization for higher education, the issue of enhancement of
the quality of higher education is relevant. This rationale is used frequently, although mostly in a
very general way, without providing clear indicators of the way internationalization enhances the
quality of higher education‖ (de Wit, 2002). The need for understanding between nations for the
benefit of the United States in a ―global community‖ is aided by those students who come here
to study and ―return to their home countries as ambassadors for American values democracy and
the free market‖ (Johnson, 2002).
The previous resources provide some insight into some of the historical significance of
initial incentives and expansion of international education. Once the footholds of this transition
occurred, studies exposed the benefits and expansion of international education impact to global
leadership and community with influence from an American higher education. US higher
education introduced much of the world to the American culture and governmental processes
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thereby achieving long term goals. This achievement was not only reached by academia, but
with aid from governmental and private sector interests.
International Higher Education – Business Stakeholders
de Wit (1999) identified three stakeholder groups in higher education as government,
private sector, and the educational sector, with the educational institution being the group of
interest for this study, containing the subgroups of institution, academics, departments and the
students. Jenkins (1977) wrote that international educational interchange is a partnership that
includes the student applicant and the educational institution, and often a third government
agency that provides funding. ―Each of these partners will have different and sometimes
conflicting purposes‖ (Jenkins, 1977).
Sidhu (2002) supported the listing of partners in global education, breaking the
participants down further as, ―Institutional education today is a global business made up of
spatially dispersed networks of places, institutions, scholars administrators, and students‖ .
Sidhu reported that the marketing of international education included not only the studentconsumer, but also the facets of global finance, national politics and cultural politics. In a
similar approach, Throsby (1999) indicted that in an ―educational administrative system, the
regional (sub-national) or national level is primarily concerned with service delivery, the
beneficiaries being ‗others‘: students, institutions, the general public and so on‖ . The private
and public education sectors both have an interest in education as a global business and interact
to achieve goals. These business stakeholders provide the support needed to accomplish
international diversity and cultural exchange for future globalization benefits.
Goals of International Education
Smart (1971) identified that ―the goals of international education are more implicit than
explicit‖ . Smart specified that within the goals of international education are: permeation of
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new ideas, developing a world culture, mutual understanding and cooperation, basic preparation
for life in a global context and developing a creative attitude toward diversity.
International cultural interchange is certainly a driving force of the globalization of
higher education. Qiang (2003) identified that there are two widely recognized arguments that
serve as driving forces for internationalization. First, Qiang finds that ―academic and
professional requirements for graduates increasingly reflect the demands of the globalization of
societies economy and labour markets and thus higher education must provide an adequate
preparation for that‖ . In a study on internationalizing a university business program, Shetty and
Rudell (2002) reported that internationalization is a strategic change that business schools must
embrace as business is being rapidly globalized as ―a large number of foreign students on
campus exposes US students to foreign people and culture‖ and, ― culture has an impact on how
people think, work, solve problems, respond to authority, value work and set norms‖ (para. 21).
Secondly, Qiang (2003) also presented that other developments influence the
international dimension of higher education. Qiang stated, ―recruitment of foreign students has
become a significant factor for institutional income and national economic interest‖ . Attainment
of the goals associated with international education does not come without expense.
Financial Interests – Cost Benefit / Cost Effectiveness
The driving force question for campus administrators and supporting entities, including
state officials, state legislators and attached urban communities is how many dollars do
international students bring to a campus and community and does it affect the local economy?
Funk (2001) wrote:
While a growing number of government and private sector proponents of US higher
education international programming sense that international students are a positive
economic impact, their advocacy position is severely handicapped by the lack of
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economic data on cost and economic impact. Meanwhile the same lack of economic data
has led to opposing voices that equally conjecture that international students pose an
economic drain to national economies and higher education budgets .
Monies generated from sources outside the benefiting area will influence the support of
internationalization by academic and state leaders. ―Any rational process of deciding on the size
of the US foreign student exchange must therefore take into account both the costs and benefits
and strike an appropriate balance between them‖ (Gruebel and Scott, 1966). Economic impact of
foreign students becomes an important factor beyond the social, cultural and political
perspective. ―To speak of ‗the financial impact of foreign student enrolments‘ in tertiary
educational institutions implies that the students‘ presence is taken as a given‖ (Throsby, 1991b).
C.D. Throsby (1991a) additionally indicated the framework of benefit cost analysis is a
purposeful approach to consider, whether from the perspective of the institution or the economy
as a whole, the positive financial impacts outweigh the negative. In a somewhat different
perception, Throsby (1999) recognized the cost benefit concept as a means of measure, but
additionally proposed a measure of cost-effectiveness that included the relation of expenditures
to achieving positive ends to overall policy:
The appropriate mode of analysis at the system level is likely to be cost-effectiveness
evaluation rather than conventional cost-benefit analysis. That is, systems are concerned
with the most efficient way of achieving certain administrative ends within an overall
policy framework, where the benefits, to whomever they accrue, are taken as a given.
There is therefore an emphasis here on administrative efficiency, and on regional (subnational) or national fiscal policy, which addresses the raising of revenue and the
allocation of expenditures to achieve educational policy goals relating to foreign student
movements, both in and out, affecting the system as a whole .
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Lyman and Rogers (1994) stated that most college and university administrators would
prefer to stress the cultural and intellectual enrichment international students bring to a campus,
rather than the economic benefits they bring to the institutions and to the community. Lyman
and Rogers further indicated that foreign students were found to represent a highly desirable
clientele for US education in the 1990‘s not only because of their academic strengths, but
because enrolling such students is cost effective. Lacina (2002) concluded that attraction of
international students is often pursued by US universities needing to increase student enrollment.
―Such students are attractive because they are required to pay high out-of-state tuition and are
viewed as serious, dedicated students‖ (Lacina). Marjorie Smith, Associate Dean and Director of
International Student Admission at the University of Denver said that in light of the terrorist
attacks of 9/11 that international offices have suffered cut funds, but ―considering their modest
tuition prices, public universities remain an attractive choice for international students and their
families‖ (Smith, 2003, para. 1). Greenway and Haynes (2000) reported that international
students provided substantial social and economic benefits, and generated a significant fee
income to British universities that contributed to exports and GDP The US International Trade
Commission reported in 2006 that while adverse effects of the 2001 terrorist attacks have
diminished in the insurance, banking and securities services, increased security measures and
more rigorous visa requirements have hampered passenger and freight transportation services
and education services.
Non-Economic Benefits
Gruebel and Scott (1966) indicated widespread agreement on the wide range of benefits
to individual students, host institutions and countries participating through international
exchange programs. These authors further noted the social and intellectual life of the campus
attended by the foreign students was stimulated, thereby enriching the educational experience of
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the domestic students. Johnson (2003) found the benefits foreign student bring to American
colleges included diversity of the student body, close and extensive contact of Americans with
international students, university support of curriculum which might be difficult to sustain
without international students participation and teaching and support. Rogers (1984) noted,
―there is a consensus that the presence of foreign students enriches intellectual, cultural and
social life‖ . International campuses support of international student attendance is recognized
through student programs which make tremendous contributions to the quality education
students receive and their preparation for lives and careers (Southern New Hampshire
University, 2000, March 19; University of Wisconsin Center for International Education, 2001,
February 21; Colorado State University, 2003, November 17; Purdue University, 2003,
November 22).
International Student Population in the United States
Information presented to this point has included material related to history, globalization
and information on the stakeholders related to international education at institutions of higher
education in the United States. This section provides some perspective on the size of
international influence of international students attending IHE‘s at the national and local levels.
On the whole, the IIE reported that international students represented 4.3 percent of total
enrollment of all students attending universities and colleges in the United States during the
2003-04 academic year, which decreased to 3.9 percent for the 2005-06 academic year (Institute
of International Education, 2005, 2007a; International Educator, 2007). The Institute of
International Education (2007a) reported international students accounted for 564,766 of the total
US enrollment of 14,528,728 (3.9 percent) in colleges and universities for the 2005-06 academic
year. Attendance of international students in institutions of higher education ranged, by state,
from 424 international students in Alaska to 75,386 in California. According to the IIE (2005,
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2007a), these students generated $13.5 billion into the US economy (Appendix Table 1.1).
University administration and political websites are shown to proclaim positive economic benefit
of international students attending US colleges and campuses (Agarwal and Winkler, 1985;
Colorado State University, 2003, November 17; Purdue University, 2003, November 22). Others
interested in the topic raise questions to the validity of the foundation of projected economic
benefits accuracy for both estimates of underestimation and overestimation (Rogers, 1984; Funk,
2001).
The 2005-06 academic year international students‘ attendance of 564,766 in the US of
represented a decrease of 3.8 percent from the peak attendance academic year (2002/03), which
had a previous attendance level of 586,323, according to the IIE report (Appendix 1.2). This
population decrease period provides the first negative change of enrollment in international
student population since the report began in the 1954-55 academic year, when 34,232
international students were reported attending US institutions of higher education (IHE‘s).
International Student Population at Louisiana State University
The chosen host site for this study, Louisiana State University and Agricultural &
Mechanical College located in Baton Rouge, Louisiana, is a land-grant, sea grant and space grant
university that was founded as Louisiana State Seminary of Learning and Military Academy in
1853 and began its first session January 2, 1860 (Louisiana State University, 2007). The campus
is home to over thirty thousand students and sixteen hundred international students for Fall 2007.
The international student population at the LSU Baton Rouge campus is the largest in the State
of Louisiana at thirty-five percent of the state total and students from one hundred ten countries
(Institute of International Education, 2007b; Louisiana State University Office of International
Programs, 2007).
Louisiana State University had a notable and varied international student attendance by
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1900. An early reference to international students, Figure 1.1, was noted by the university‘s
first year book, the Gumbo, with ten students participating in a organization known as the
―Foreigner‘s Club, with members from Cuba, Mexico, Spain, Japan and China (Louisiana State
University, 1900).

Figure 1.1 ―Foreigner's Club" Roster from Louisiana State University Gumbo, 1900
The 1901 Gumbo, Figure 1.2, showed an expansion of the club to 14 members, with an added
leadership that included a vice-president and historian and a sense of humor, as the club‘s page provided
some caricatures (Louisiana State University, 1901). The Foreigners, Club disappeared from the Gumbo
by 1905. LSU showed a continued international growth during the period 1904-1907, an organization
called the Sociedad Hispano Americano appeared in the Gumbo for students of Spanish speaking
countries. The Foreigners, Club disappeared from the Gumbo by 1905. LSU showed a continued
international growth during the period 1904-1907, an organization called the Sociedad Hispano
Americano appeared in the Gumbo for students of Spanish speaking countries, with members
representing Costa Rico, Cuba, Mexico and the Canary Islands. Cultural interaction can be presumed
from an organization established at the university in 1927 shown in the Gumbo that included
both international and US citizens named the Cosmopolitan Club that included members from
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Figure 1.2 ―Foreigners Club‖, Roster from Louisiana State University Gumbo, 1901.
India, Mexico, Honduras, South Africa, Porto Rico, Canada, The Philippines, Ecuador, and about
one-half the membership from the USA (Louisiana State University, 1927-39).
Overview of International Education at Louisiana State University
Louisiana State University at the Baton Rouge campus reported 1742 new and continuing
international undergraduate and graduate students attending classes in the fall of 2005 (Louisiana
State University International Services Office, 2007). According to the LSU Budget and
Planning Office (2007), the international student attendance had declined to 1516 for the fall of
2006 compared to the attendance level reported as 1665 by the IIE displaying that a difference in
reporting data exists (2007b). International students represent 5.17 percent of LSU‘s 29,317
student population for the 2006-2007 academic year (Louisiana State University Budget and
Planning, 2007). This LSU student attendance reflects approximately one-third (36.5%) of the
4695 international students attending IHE‘s in the State of Louisiana, a decrease 30.4 percent
attendance for the state, reflecting both a general trend of attendance and post-Hurricane
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Katrina/Rita factors (Institute of International Education, 2007b). International students
generated $99.6 million for the academic year 2005-06, down from $126 million in the academic
year 2003-04 to the State of Louisiana (Institute of International Education, 2005, 2007a).
Allen Goodman, President of the Institute of International Education, indicated the
reduced enrollment figures may reflect a temporary decline due to a combination of a slumping
global economy and rapidly increasing American tuition, along with fears of some Muslim states
due to more intense scrutiny (Jacobson, November 7, 2003). Jacobson noted that following the
September 11, 2001 terrorist attack on the United States, the IIE reported declines in the
international student attendance from the previous year by Muslim countries (e.g. Kuwait (25%), United Arab Emirates (16%)). Jacobson reported 300 educators responding to an informal
poll of the 2002-3 IIE survey indicated that international student enrollment was suffering from
the effects of US post-September 11 security measures on twenty-five predominately Muslim
countries that were perceived to have ties to terrorist groups. The US higher education industry
suffered from perceptions, with the additional mandated computerized tracking of the status of
foreign students enrolled in US institutions, that educational institutions were less welcoming to
foreign students (United States International Trade Commission, 2006). ―Steps implemented by
the US Government and the education industry to counter such perceptions have demonstrated
progress but will likely change foreign student attitudes only gradually‖ (United States
International Trade Commission, 2006, p. 5-8).
The concept of the global community was further noted within the mission statement of
Louisiana State University (LSU):
The mission of Louisiana State University and A & M College is the generation,
preservation, dissemination and application of knowledge and cultivation of the arts for
the benefit of the state, the nation, and the global community (2002).

21

Additional support for the attendance of international students came from the State of Louisiana
legislature establishing a task force that was charged to:
To identify and examine issues associated with preparing the state and its students to
participate in a global economy, to suggest solutions to problems with current practices
and to recommend initiatives which the higher education community might take to ensure
that Louisiana and its higher education system are prepared for the 21st century
(Louisiana Board of Regents, 2002).
The task force made recommendations that the state promote higher education as an
export industry, and that the Board of Regents ensure that the mission statements of all colleges
and universities contain a commitment to international education (Louisiana Board of Regents, ,
2002).
Louisiana State University‘s planning document included in its vision statement that the
University‘s Office of International Programs is ―[T]o serve as the focus of the University‘s
efforts to instill a global perspective into its mission of research, teaching, and service, while
developing international services and programs‖ (Louisiana State University Office of Academic
Affairs, 2001). This statement indicates that the LSU Office of Academic Affairs recognized a
―substantial effort needed to address the global challenges facing the State of Louisiana and the
United States.‖
Economic Impact
The accomplishment of improving the United States, Louisiana, the University and the
world as a global community may be unattainable if dependent solely upon the importance of
cultural interaction and understanding of the peoples of the world. The accountability of the
goals may be less attainable if economic benefits weigh in less than the costs incurred to
accomplish such farsighted and far-reaching goals. The economic impact of students to the local
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and national economy may directly affect how much support that the international student
program receives from the citizens of the nation and state. Economic impact is defined by the
National Association of Foreign Student Advisors (NAFSA) as ―the amount of money that
foreign students collectively bring into the United States to pay for their education and to support
themselves while they (and in some cases, their families) are here‖ (NAFSA: National
Association of Foreign Student Advisors, 2002). Funk (2001) reported that ―economic impact
studies, by definition, are not directly concerned directly with cost and benefit analysis, but
rather in estimating total expenditures within a finite economic community‖.
Funk (2001) recognized that the often acknowledged value of international students is
often measured in terms of expanding awareness, classroom interaction and non-economic
rhetoric. Beyond this, Funk indicated that within the last couple of decades, ―a distinct shift
towards a greater appreciation of international education‘s economic benefits has occurred
within many universities world wide‖ (p. 23). Funk (2001)stated,
The impact of international students on universities is most directly experienced in the
enrollment flexibility of guaranteed payments of a substantial out-of-state fee assessment,
which translates into significant marginal cost savings and program maintenance
benefits(p. 24).
Haigh (1994) found that foreign students using non-U.S. funds in banks increase the
domestic money supply, raising US service exports and the bank deposits increase the available
funding for loans in a state. Additionally, Haigh indicated direct sales increase a business‘s
income and indirect impact is represented by other businesses receiving additional income from
monies spent in the region. Mazzarol (1998) reported, ―One of the more significant service
industries that emerged in the 1980s and 1990s is international education‖ (, p. 163).
Recognition that international students generate income was demonstrated by Kinnell (1989).
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Kinnel indicated that the institutions of higher education need to generate revenue which forced
institutions to adopt a marketing approach and provided keen competition for good students
among a range of countries. ―The spending of foreign students should therefore be viewed as if it
were an addition to aggregate demand‖ (para. 3). IIE reports, national governments are
becoming increasingly involved in the international education activity by developing strategies
and nationally coordinated marketing campaigns
Funding Sources
Sources of funds that support undergraduate and graduate student vary considerably in
the percent of support and by the type of college attended. Undergraduate funding across the
Carnegie classification s of Research I & II, Doctoral I & II, Masters I & II, Liberal Arts I & II,
and community colleges were predominately from sources outside the U.S., except the Liberal
Arts, where almost thirty percent of the funding was from sources within the United States
(Davis, 2000). The Institute of International Education (IIE) reported that in 2006, 63.4 percent
of students funding was from personal and family funding, with their total non-U.S. funding
amounting to 67.7 percent (Institute of International Education, 2006). Table 1.3 provides a
detail breakdown of IIE‘s report of primary source of funds.
Subsidized Funding
Beyond political and cultural understanding of international influences at IHE‘s is the
driving force of economics. The public and government entities have a vested interest in the
impact cost the visiting, non-tax paying international students introduce to the university. These
interested parties want to know if public universities and state budgets are subsidizing
international students whose families have not provided an income stream through state tax
contributions. More specifically, is the budget of Louisiana State University and A & M College
and the State of Louisiana supporting international students whose families have not contributed
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to the university and state funds through tax support? To answer this question, the financial
benefits directly provided to the campus need to be determined. Beyond the university impact, a
determination of the economic impact that undergraduate and graduate international students
generate to the associated local and state community from non-academic spending should be
obtained. If international students‘ financial contribution through tuition and fees to the
university is less than the costs of attendance, the expenditures outside the university to the local
community may compensate for the loss to the university when reviewed at the state level.
Purpose of Study
The purpose of this proposed study is to determine the economic impact of international
students to the university and local economy, using Louisiana State University and A&M at
Baton Rouge. Funk (2001) identified, ―the lack of understanding regarding international
educational impact underscores the need for research to not only better address public and policy
awareness but to lend insight to often conflicting economic and political awareness, but also
lend insight to often conflicting economic and political perspectives on international student
impact‖ . This study provides information for decision making related to conflicting economic
and political perspectives on the impact of international students attending institutions of higher
education in the United States. David Funk reported numerous references reporting a lack of
quantifiable research on the impact of international students attending US colleges and
universities. A current search of research provides little additional research findings in response
to Kenneth Rogers‘s proclamation,
There is a deplorable dearth of literature on the economics of international educational
exchange, a situation that accounts, in part, for the various misapprehensions about
foreign students that one finds among United States educators and the general public.
Foreign-student enrollment should be studied, developed, justified, and, above all,
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improved, just like any other US industry that hopes to retain its competitive edge in
world trade (1984, p. 20).
The results of the study using a cost/benefit approach was developed independently of,
and then compared with, the results that Funk obtained in his development of an International
Student Economic Impact Model (ISEIM) using primary data. Additionally, results were
compared to impact projections provided by the economic impact model used by the Institute of
International Education, which were readily available and often referenced by universities. The
IIE model uses institutionally generated data and comparison with the generated model using
primary data provided the opportunity to compare results based on the data source.
It has been noted that international students may be perceived as just another non-resident
student. While somewhat applicable, this evaluation seems limited when viewed in a broader
perspective. International students provide benefits generated on an academic basis to IHE‘s
directly through tuition and fees. These students provide direct non-education benefits through
expenditures that included recurring and periodic expenditures only on themselves, but also for
accompanying spouses and children (Funk, 2001). International students provide indirect noneducational expenditures /benefits through travel, tourism, visitor spending and off campus
housing and living expenses. Funk indicated that a final area of economic benefit included the
value of non-returnees and philanthropic giving.
Research Questions
International students bring additional expenses that have an impact on cost of
operations within the university and the surrounding community. These differences include, but
are not limited to , providing of an international services office that manages visa‘s, operating
additional English classes, provide cultural support, develop culturally oriented communities and
these out-of state students are more likely to bring family dependents.
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Research Question One:
What is the estimated academic net cost or benefit of an international student at an institution of
higher education, in particular, LSU?
The local community, City of Baton Rouge and the State of Louisiana, receive financial
gain from the attendance of international students‘ spending money for goods and services.
The most readily available estimates of these expenditures use institutional data which are not
generated from primary source data. Therefore, limited accuracy in data exists for measurement
of the impact of non-academic expenditures generated by the international students and these
students‘ non-resident guests to the campus community.
Research Question Two:
What is the non-academic economic impact of an international student to the community
associated with the Institution of Higher Education, specifically LSU?
Finally, ―The political and cultural aspects of diversifying the institution of higher
education by increasing attendance of international students would be enhanced regardless of
whether the program was financially beneficial to the university and community‖ Throsby
(Throsby, 1999). National statistics are provided to reflect expenses and costs to students on a
boiler plate approach, where expenses are based on non-student university information and
adjusted to estimate the relation to various universities based on tuition reports. The lack of
primary data begs a question of accuracy.
Research Question Three:
What is the accuracy of the national report of economic impact of international students
compared to a study of a selected institution of higher education, specifically LSU?
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CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW
History of International Education
Research literature documenting the selection criteria from international students is
limited. Most data is available from associations and entities marketing recruiting services
through advertising materials, such as World Education News. Clark and Sedgewick (2005)
indicated that students have become seasoned consumers to find the best deals in higher
education. These authors also noted that factors affecting where a student ends up is dependent
on proximity, language, educational system compatibility, enrollment affordability and degree
marketability for employment after graduation. While marketing has an important impact on
recruitment of international students, administrators and politicians must answer to boards and
constituents from a financial basis (Throsby, 1991b; Funk, 2001)
Hans de Wit, editor of Journal of Studies in International Education, indicated there
seems a growing interest in international higher education based on the number of enrolled
international students and increased marketing around the world trying to lure potential
applicants (Andere, 2004). de Wit (1999) offered four categories of interest in the rationale for
the increasing internationalization of higher education including: political, economic, sociocultural and academic. Accepting that international students attend IHE‘s for education,
Wolanin (2003) identified three basic benefits the United States has for wanting these students to
attend its universities and colleges as political (future leaders), economic (estimated $13 billion
annually) and cultural.
Of the four categories of interest identified by de Wit and Wolanin, the scope of this
study was directed to the economic facet. The categories of academic, political, and cultural are
intertwined with the economic impact scope and some material was included to document the
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importance of the overall presentation.
The cultural, political and academic goals were clarified and demonstrated through the
following literature review to establish the relevance of this study‘s topic. In regard to
economics, the focus of this study, reports reflected direct academic income benefits, but lack
details on costs and miscellaneous other benefits are clarified in this chapter. This study‘s
purpose was focus on Wolanin‘s (2003) second basic benefit of international student attendance
at institutions of higher education, the economic impact. Wolanin noted the economic impacts
influenced by political and cultural factors. The following literature review exposes the
interaction of the components related to cost and benefits related to international students‘
attendance at US colleges and universities.
Internationals in Institutions of Higher Education as a Political Strategy
Historically, US political leaders recognized the need to internationalize higher education
at the end of World War II (President's Commission on Higher Education, 1997). The
Commission‘s report was written shortly after World War II in response to President Harry S.
Truman‘s request for a report on ―crucial problems facing the institutions of higher education in
the United States (Russell, 1949). In regard to international education, the Commission reported,
―[E]ducation directly and explicitly for international understanding and cooperation,‖ as one of
the principal goals for higher education (1949).
de Wit argued, ―‘international education‘ is a product of the twentieth century, at first
mainly for reasons of foreign policy and national security,‖ (de Wit, 2002, p. xvii). Concern of
the need to internationalize the education of students within the higher education community
was based on strategic struggles between the United Soviet Socialist Republic (U.S.S.R.) and the
United States from the middle 1940‘s through the end of the Cold War in 1989 (Task Force on
Education at Northern Illinois University, 1998).
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Politically, the US recognized that university and college graduates should be
knowledgeable about other countries and cultures, so that the US could compete against the
Soviet Union‘s educated elite. The fall of the Soviet Union in the late 1980‘s shifted the need to
internationalize higher education from the political arena to the global economic arena (Task
Force on Education at Northern Illinois University, 1998). According to the Task Force, the
United States, to sustain its economic and cultural lifestyle, must have an educated population
that is able to understand other cultures and societies in order to be able to compete and work in
a globally international economy and market.
Establishment of the United States Educational and Cultural Organization (UNESCO)
and the Fulbright Act at the end of World War II provided opportunity for international
education exchange focused in the United States, in part due to Europe being focused on
reconstruction (de Wit, 2002). Additionally, de Wit noted, ―Many of its academics had either
become victims of the wars or migrated to other parts of the world, mainly the United States,
Canada, and Australia.
The Fulbright Program began in 1946 ―to increase mutual understanding between the
people of the United states and the people of other countries by means of education and cultural
exchange... and thus to assist in the development of friendly, sympathetic, and peaceful relations
between the United States and other countries of the world‖ (de Wit, 2002, p. 25). Altbach and
Tiechler (2001) noted that the Fulbright Program, originally administered by the US government,
is now administered by the Institute of International Education (IIE) ―underscored from the
outset that academic mobility plays a significant role not only for the academic elites and for
researcher, but also for the broader goals of contributing to an understanding among people and
cultures not accustomed to communicate at ease and thereby contributing to world peace‖ (p. 9).
Haigh (1994) stated that foreign students contribute to an increase in international understanding
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and helps break down cultural stereotypes and the rigidity of international boundaries. Andere
(2004) reported that governments devote scarce resources to improve relations and
understanding through international higher education. The political importance of international
students in education was noted in a testimony by Michael Becraft, Acting Deputy
Commissioner of the US Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) which is now identified
as United States Citizen and Immigration Services (USCIS) housed in the US Department of
Homeland Security. Becraft (2001) stated,
Foreign student programs have been found to serve US foreign policy objectives by
exposing nationals of other countries to the institutions and culture of the United States,
by helping cement alliances with other countries and by transferring knowledge and skills
to other countries (para. 2).
de Wit (1999) supported provided that both the US and U.S.S.R.,
had clear political reasons to promote international education and cooperation: to gain a
better understanding of the rest of the world to maintain and even expand their spheres of
influence. Together with diplomacy, developmental aid, and cultural exchange,
international exchange and cooperation in higher education became an important tool to
reach these objectives.
de Wit (1995) further indicated the objective of international education in the US was directed to
global and intercultural awareness.
Downside of International Student Attendance
Borjas (2002) countered financial support of international education by the US with,
Once we stop humming the ‗Ode to Diversity‘ that plays such a central role in the
modern secular liturgy, we will recognize that the time has come for fundamental
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reevaluation of the program: Why should American taxpayers subsidize the tuition of the
hundreds of thousands of foreign students enrolled in public universities (para 30).
Funk (2001) reported that ―negative responses to international students can become
popular political rhetoric that leads to proposals for cuts in student programs without an
examination of the consequences‖ (p. 26). After tuition and fees were increased in Great Britain
in the 1980‘s, a 40 percent decrease in enrollment occurred and detrimentally affected some
institutions and local economies that led to an effort to attract more foreign students (Williams,
1994; Funk, 2001).
Throsby (1999) also addressed the conflict of benefits and negative relationship of
foreign students‘ presence on a United States‘ university campus. Throsby saw the benefit of
international cultural interchange ―as a valuable spillover from the process of foreign study that
accrues to all students on the campus and more generally to the community or society as a
whole‖ (p. 27).
International education on a campus provides not only an economic impact, but also
affects activities from cross cultural awareness to international trade. These aspects are ultimate
selling points of justifying pursuit of more foreign students from a political standpoint.
Universities may provide verbal support, but they have no incentive to actively recruit and
support additional international students when domestic student enrollment is at an all time high.
The institutional impact of international students differs from resident and other nonresident students due to the costs of special programs and administration needs related to the
students. Though international students‘ tuition and fees differ only slightly from other nonresident students, the cost measures at the university for these students differ. Long before the
arrival of a student, paperwork not required of US citizens crosses international borders and
through the university offices of international services, registration, student aid and often the
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programs affecting the operation and management of international programs (Carpenter, 1997).
However, in contrast, Throsby addressed not only an economic concern, but other costs
to consider, ―if the presence of foreign students on a campus causes congestion in the use of
teaching facilities, etc., the is an external cost borne by all students and the institution‖ (p. 27).
Throsby (1991) expressed earlier concern that foreign students attendance may add to
displacement of the domestic students may also put pressure on curriculum, language
competency and other issues, but expressed more concern where the foreign student body
provides a significant proportion for the student body, ―as in several graduate fields in the
United States‖ (1991, p. 316). Throsby (1999) indicated that for a complete idealized picture of
the economic analysis of costs and benefits, non-measurable externalities should be identified,
even if not measurable. Characteristics of cost and benefits to institutions of incoming foreign
students as designed by Throsby are shown in Appendix Table 2.1.
Admission and Dependency Standards
Agarwal and Winkler (1985) reported concern the financial benefits generated by
international students attending institutions of higher education may create a dependency by a
university or college by a university and that that this level of attendance may have a negative
impact on the university due to possible lowering of student admission standards to maintain the
attendance level by these students. Rogers (1984) sited that students at Indiana University and
other institutions indicated, ―the overwhelming majority of foreign students who meet regular
standards for admission perform at, or (more typically) well above the norm‖ (p. 20).
In a similar view, Altbach (1991) indicted that an economic concern of the economic
impact of international students is held at a number of levels. Of political concern, Altbach
wrote, ―Politicians frequently argue that, based on the average cost of educating a student in a
university, foreign students should pay the ‗full cost‘ and not be a burden on domestic taxpayers‖
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(p. 315). As a counter to this political argument, Altbach advised that due to the academic
infrastructures already being in place, the additional cost of educating foreign students may be
fairly small and in the United States, foreign graduate students often serve as teaching assistants,
thereby providing the university inexpensive labor.
Marketing
National and state organizations affiliated with academia and governments have noted
that international students are affected by marketing practices for students abroad. These
organizations concerns are based not only on the political, cultural/social and academic aspect,
but also as an economic response. Argawal and Winkler (1985) stated, ―Foreign students
generate revenues for colleges or universities by paying tuition and/or increasing statement
government subventions in the case of public institutions‖ (p. 520) and that ―so many colleges
and universities enroll and even recruit foreign students suggest that, from the institutional
perspective, there are real financial gains to the state‖.
The outcome of a benefits and costs quantification of foreign students in the host country
can be important in the policy decisions of government from the local to the national level. Funk
stated, ―in many ways, local, state, ad national interests are the stronger actors within the new
geo-educational paradigm than universities. Throsby (1991b) indicated the exercise of
quantifying the aggregate benefits and cost of foreign students,
are important for government policy when questions of market regulation or deregulation,
foreign policy, aid policy and so on are raised. In principle, the sort of institutional-level
analysis outlined above can be used as a basis for extension to regional (state) or national
level estimation, if the aggregation in broad terms of these private benefits and costs
across the whole tertiary education sector in the region or country is possible (p. 355).
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Market Share Competition
Allan A. Goodman identified concern over competition with the US institutions of higer
education by other countries. The United States continues to lose market share because lots of
other countries – Australia, Britain, Canada, France, and Germany are competing for those
students. Their prices are a lot lower, and their national governments are making this a priority
(Desruisseaux, 1999).
Greenaway and Haynes (2000) reported that while the US and Canadian share of the
international market in higher education diminished during the period 1992 and 1998, the
Australian and UK market increased. They also recognized that the US and UK market
was somewhat exposed to country-specific/region-specific shock, Australia was the most
exposed with over 80 percent of the international students coming from East Asian and the
Pacific, while Canada was the most diversified of these big four market share holders.
Addressing the US Senate Foreign Relations Committee, Allan Goodman indicated that
the ―US market share of international students has declined since 1997; Australia and the United
Kingdom are the biggest competitor countries and have formulated and articulate national
strategies for recruiting students, unlike the United States‖ (U.S. Senate Foreign Relations
Committee, 2004, p. 3). Obst (2007, para. 6) reported, ―Several of the leading host countries,
along with others in Asia and Europe, have allocated tens of millions of dollars to launch
sophisticated marketing strategies over the last few years‖.
Batalova (2006) reported that ―[T]he United states is not the only country seeking to
attract the best and brightest‖ and that ―Australia, Canada, South Korea, and many European
counties also have been actively recruiting foreign talent in order to alleviate labor shortages in
skill-intensive sectors of their economies, stimulate research and development, and increase their
access to foreign markets.‖ Other competitive attractions are being offered by Canada and
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Australia to retain gifted foreign students is the offer of permanent residency while still in the
country, an offer not matched in the US.
The US has enjoyed the benefit of leading the world with one-fourth share of
international student attendance at institutions of higher education studying abroad, without
having developed a national program to maintain its status in the global marketplace. (United
States International Trade Commission, 2006). The Institute of International Education (Obst,
2007) reported, ―the United States continues to host more international students than any other
destination…the US hosts roughly 200,000 more than the next leading host, the UK. Other
countries have proactively recruiting international students in recent years with strong
government support, and have begun to increase the proportion of these students that they
attract‖ (para. 14).
The International Trade Commission (2006) reported that ―the US share of all students
studying abroad has been shrinking for decades, decreasing from 37% in 1970 to 25% in 2003‖.
This decrease further reflected when reviewing the US university share of total enrollment is 4
percent, behind Australia and Switzerland (18 percent), the United Kingdom (11 percent),
Germany (10 percent) and Canada (7 percent). Of the English speaking countries, only four US
institutions rank of the top twenty universities in foreign enrollments (United States International
Trade Commission, 2006). Within the US, some states and university campuses, proactive
agendas have been developed to compete for international students and increase foreign student
enrollments (Funk, 2001; United States International Trade Commission, 2006). The
International Trade Commission 2006 trade report noted, ―competitive pressures for highly
qualified students, particularly in the United States, have also led colleges to redesign
curriculum, upgrade facilities, install state-of-the-art communications and Internet capacity and
enhance campus amenities,‖ while providing various support funding options, including loans,
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grants, scholarships and on-campus employment (p.5-6) .
The US International Trade Commission (2006) recognized that the competition for
highly qualified students is intense and reputational differentiation is the universities strongest
distinguishing factor. The Commission reported that name recognition, perceptions of academic
quality and post graduation employment prospects, along with the school‘ history and heritage
are subjective factors used by the students to make their college selection.
Noting the competitive market that exists in pursuit of recruitment, Ashwill (2003) stated,
―the proportion of all international students who select the United States as their destination of
choice, decreased by almost 10 percentage points (from 39.2 to 30.2 percent) from 1982 to 1995,
the last year the Institution of International Education released this figure‖. Clark and Sedgwick
(2005) reported that in the race to recruit the world‘s best brains, ― [T]he United States has long
been the number one destination for international students, but over the last twenty years
America‘s absolute share of the market has been in decline‖ (para. 1). Litten (1980) stated, ―the
choice of a college is partly a consumption decision… and partly an investment in an education
and institutional reputation‖ (p. 46). This market consumption decision introduces the concept of
demand. Andere (2004) indicated that the international education market is likely explained by
two factors, ―government intervention through scholarships and grants to fuel demand or the
market‘s own supply and demand forces‖ (p. 61).
Funk (2001) noted, ―[T]here is little dispute that the United States is the world‘s leader in
higher education.., yet US universities and state and national policy makers as a whole remain
surprisingly non-strategic in advancing international education relative to other higher education
systems worldwide‖ (p. 35). Funk reported the current reduction of international education
market in US universities due to dramatic increase in international student enrollment elsewhere
making the international education market a competitive field.
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Globally, universities are attempting to increase diversity of students, often through
recruitment of international students, and for financial reasons, ―foreign students often pay full
room, board and tuition‖ (United States International Trade Commission, 2006 ,p 5-6) The US
International Trade Commission additionally noted other incentives by some countries included
charging lower admission fees, lower tuition rates, while promoting lower in-country cost-of
living statistics, and maintaining few work visa restrictions for full time students and recent
graduates.
Higher Education as an Export
de Wit wrote, ―Higher education as an export commodity is becoming a dominate
rationale for internationalization, not only for national governments, but also for institutions and
the private sector. The more foreign students there are paying higher institutional fees, the higher
the economic return and the less the national government needs to invest in higher education‖
(de Wit, 2002, p. 91). Pimpa (2003) concluded, ―[I]nternational education is one of the most
important exports for many countries‖ (p. 178).
A Louisiana International Advisory Committee (June 2003) report stated,
Louisiana has to compete in the market. It is incumbent on Louisiana, with its rich sources of
colleges and universities, to become more competitive in the pursuit of professional programs in
international education that will attract students from abroad‖ .
Simon Williams, Deputy Director of the Education Marketing Unit at International Trade
Canada, stated, ―both the expenditure level of foreign students in Canada, as well as revenues
generated by off-shore campuses of Canadian schools, have both short and long term economic
benefits (Leadlay, September 28, 2005). Mr. Williams‘ statement provides an example of the
competitiveness of the foreign interest in attracting international students. ―The international
market is huge,‖ according to Williams, and ―the United States takes the lion‘s share of the
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international students, followed by the United Kingdom, Australia and Canada as the top study
destinations‖ (para. 4). Though aware there are substantial economic implications of
international students in higher education, Williams had the following comment,
The expenditure level of foreign students in Canada is a number that is equally important,
and just as difficult to tabulate or get reliable numbers on. Many of the published figures
on the costs of studying in Canada are artificially low, and I think are misleading. This is
important for us to control because of the value of foreign students in Canada (Leadlay,
September 28, 2005, para. 9).
If one recognizes that political, socio-cultural and academic factors are readily identified
in a qualitative premise, then economics remains as the important aspect of international student
attendance in the United States with limited investigation, and competitive interest and with
other considerations. Knight (2004) noted that the rationales driving internationalization
included social/cultural, political, academic and economic. Agarwal and Winkler (1985, p. 520)
stated, ―Foreign students generate revenues for colleges and universities by paying tuition and/or
increasing state government subventions in the cash of public institutions.‖ The authors
surmised a university is positively affected when the increased revenues exceed the increased
cost of educating foreign students and may strengthen the budgetary request of public institutions
with increased enrollment numbers. Cost and benefits enter into the utility function of the
institution or of its governing board. ―Thus the initial requirement is to identify the objectives of
the university, which are likely to include goals related to maximizing the volume and quality of
teaching and research output, subject to a budget constraint‖ (Throsby, 1991b).
One of the arguments that limits the concept of exporting American education is what is
known as brain drain. The early concept of many countries was that home governmental support
would encourage students to obtain an advanced education that would transfer western
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technology that would spur economic growth and prove a positive investment upon their
students return home (Funk, 2001). Funk reported that most home countries didn‘t receive the
expected benefit due to the student‘s failure to return home, popularly known as brain drain.
Winkler (1984) noted that ―one of the largest benefits associated with foreign students is
increased immigration of professionals‖ . However, according to Winkler, the number or
proportion of foreign students that actually immigrate to the US cannot be estimate with
certainty. Because internationals original visa/non-visa status prior to their immigration to the
US cannot be determined, the number of students not returning is difficult to determine.
―A further complication is that those students who do immigrate to the USA may later
return to their home country, either temporarily or permanently, and in any case are likely to
make frequent visits home‖ (Winkler, 1984). Winkler reported that for the purpose of
determining international impact of foreign students to the US, due to inability to accurately
estimate student immigration, analysis is more consistent to consider only the benefits to the
USA exclusive of the immigrants.
Choi (1995) reported that reverse brain drain has occurred with repatriation due to
opportunities occurring in developing nations and because of job market shrinkage in the US.
This limited repatriation ultimately accomplishes some of the original goals of sharing of
knowledge, cultural and political exchange, as the returning scientist take technological
information with them, but also maintain ties with their US colleagues to keep up with the
newest developments in their respective fields.
Future Trade/Government/Alumni Relations
Throsby (1999) noted that the cultural interactions, alumnus and future trade links are
mostly positive in nature. Regarding monetary views he found the impact to be non-measurable
in an empirical study. Considering the academic perspective alone, the Commerce Department
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indicated that foreign students are directly responsible for 150,000 American jobs and estimates
the U.S., as the world‘s largest exporter of education, maintains a $6 billion trade surplus
(American Immigration Law Foundation, 2003). Batalova (2006) indicated that high level
government officials recognize the importance of international students and exchange visitors in
public diplomacy and promotion of American values abroad upon their return home where they
become key governmental figures that are likely to become allies to the United States.
Throsby (1991b) noted the chief indirect benefits as the institutional level include
―cultural diversification with beneficial spillovers to local students, the alumnus effect , whereby
graduates may support their alma mater by financial contributions; from afar in later years; and
that foreign postgraduate students might make to the departmental research‖ program through
research-assistant program support (p. 355).
The opportunities for cultural exchange and understanding arise through the presence of
students from other countries are almost always regarded as beneficial and empirical
evidence supports this view. Placing a monetary value on such benefits is, however, a
formidable problem and thus these effects can rarely if ever be included in an empirical
cost-benefit assessment (Throsby, 1999, p. 35).
Throsby (1991b) also noted that hostility from local students and unfavorable reaction by
foreign reaction by foreign students to the host institution as parallel costs. Throsby reported that
circumstantial evidence has indicated that amongst the indirect effects of the benefits outweigh
the costs based on attitudinal surveys of foreign students and other empirical exercises. The
benefits received from the international students may affect tuition charges in anticipation of
future financial gains to the host institution according to Throsby.
U.S. Reputation
de Wit (2002) recognized that international education in the US has been able to maintain
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its position as the leading country receiving international students without an active recruitment
campaign ―based on status and reputation, but more recently has become concerned by the
competition, not only from other English-speaking countries, but also from the European
continent (France, Germany, and the Netherlands in particular) and the newly industrialized
countries in Asia such as Malaysia and Singapore, which are becoming both sending and
receiving countries‖ (p. 92).
―Foreign students place much weight on the school‘s international reputation and apply to
the universities that are best known in their countries‖ (Aslanbeigui and Montecinos, 1998, p.
174). Aslanbeigui and Montecinos reported that students sometimes find that graduation from an
institution which is not as well known in the student‘s home country would be less helpful in the
competition with other foreign-educated graduates, so top tier schools are more desirable for
applications from foreign students. These researchers found one reason for the attractiveness to
graduate programs in the United States is that the country offers applicants more financial
assistance. They found the perceived quality of education in the US and the international
reputations of American universities was the most significant reason for the choice of a Ph.D.
program.
Average vs. Marginal Costs
Gruebel and Scott (1966) identified four types of costs to correspond with alternative
concepts of cost and value, including ―(1) earnings forgone while studying, (2) direct educational
costs per student, (3) maintenance and other living expenses and (4) transportation to and from
the United States‖ (p. 83). In estimating costs, Gruebel and Scott (1966) were ―forced to assume
that marginal and average costs were equal‖ .
Average costs reflects the total of both variable and fixed costs divided by the total
participation (students), where variable costs are those costs that vary with the level of
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participation and fixed costs are those costs that do not vary with level of participation (Roy and
others, 1971). Marginal costs are calculated on the basis of an added unit cost of participation on
the output level, a difficult measure in an academic setting. Throsby (1991b) determined that if a
institution was operated as a public utility, marginal cost pricing might be adopted in pursuit of
economic efficiency, but this operation is rare, whereas if the university if self-financing and notfor-profit, an average cost pricing methodology is more likely practiced for determination of
tuition charges. Marginal costs are based on additional cost per output, a difficult measure in a
somewhat non-tangible product.
Throsby (1999) indicated that in determining effects of foreign student programs, tuition
related costs emerge as, ―the most significant resource costs incurred‖ (p. 32). Throsby further
stated that when international programs are self-contained within a university, identification of
related costs are straight forward, but when incremental, the tuition component will reflect the
marginal cost of adding a student to the university‘s existing teaching load, whether foreign or
domestic. Determination of the marginal costs of foreign students may be affected by student
numbers, level of study, and subject area. However, ―if marginal costs of tuition cannot be
obtained‖, or ―if the numbers of students are so large relative to total student numbers that their
impact can no longer be described as ‗marginal‘, it may be necessary or appropriate to rely on
average costs, which tend to be easier to calculate. Data on total costs of delivery of academic
services and on student numbers can be used to derive average costs per student, again adjusting
for the research component of the university‘s output. The resulting quantities expressed on a
per student basis can be used to estimate aggregate financial effects when combined with student
numbers‖ (Throsby, 1999, p. 32).
Winkler indicated ―the cost of providing instruction to foreign students is, in theory, the
long-run marginal cost of instruction‖ (1984). Winkler additionally indicated that in a study of
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this type ―long run as opposed to short-run costs are appropriate due to the lag entailed in either
increasing or decreasing personnel and capital facilities‖ . Chisti (1984) indicated that while
sort-run costs are negligible, ―long-run cost is not insignificant. However there are no published
estimates on long-run marginal costs in the United States.
Winkler (1984) identified that measurement of marginal costs of university output is
difficult as the product includes research, public service and instruction, where the outputs are
intertwined and make the determination of instruction difficult. Additional complications
include ―using this theoretical measure of costs is the lack of knowledge of the cost curves
associated with instruction regarding true marginal costs. Added to this problem is the fact that
costs of instruction vary by graduate-undergraduate status and by field of study‖ (Winkler,
1984).
Chisti (1984) reported that in determining whether to use average or marginal costs in
analysis the purpose of the must be determined.
If the purpose is to monitor the total subsidy involved in education of foreign students,
average cost should be computed when a foreign student is treated at par with a home
student because he uses the same facilities and enjoys the same privileges. If the purpose
is to improve efficiency of resource utilization, foreign students may be treated as
marginal students and marginal cost becomes the relevant concept. However , if the
purpose is to monitor the volume of flow of foreign students, both average and marginal
costs are important, because not only must the efficiency of the resources be considered,
but also the subsidy must be involved .
Chisti (1984) determined that independent calculation of university marginal costs provided a
challenge better served by estimating long-run marginal educational expenditures (E & G),
excluding research and public service, ―as taken as two-thirds of average E & G expenditures‖ .
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In Chisti‘s study, capital usage cost and tax exemption were considered negligible because they
were considered as negligibly small, because these components would not be saved if foreign
students were not present. Additionally, the remaining costs and benefits were reported on an
average cost basis as they had limited impact because foreign students represent a small part of
the market for these items.
Throsby addressed the issue differently if an expansion of foreign enrollment was
anticipated proposing that use of marginal impacts may be preferred to insure additional costs
imposed by foreign enrollments would be covered by additional revenues received from tuition.
If no desire exists to distinguish between foreign and domestic students attendance, an overall
adjustment of fees for all students may be considered for increased foreign student enrollments
(Throsby, 1991b).
Forgone Earnings
Earnings foregone (Figure 2.1) for international students are not considered a US cost as
they are a private cost to the international student and a social cost to his/her country (Gruebel
and Scott, 1966). Cost considered social costs to the US include educational, maintenance, and
travel. ―Foreign students often reduce the social cost to the US by paying for part or all these
expenses through remittances from home, or by working (Gruebel and Scott, 1966, p. 84).
Excluded Costs
Of some interest are costs which are real, but are either very difficult to measure, or
those that lack of data allow omissions from previous studies (Chisti, 1984):
1. Education costs of foreign student dependents
2. Monies sent home by foreign students.
3. Losses due to migration of non-returnees.
4. Research done by graduate foreign students on their dissertation, as the dollar value of
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this research is difficult to value.
5. Future exports due to preference foreign students develop while in the US.
6. Contribution to the aggregate demand due to spending by foreign students.
7. Reciprocal benefits to U.S. students abroad.
Economic Impact
Throsby (1999) noted that ―the most obvious and readily measurable economic impacts
of foreign study for an individual, or of the presence of foreign students for an institution, a
system or a nation, are the financial flows generated‖ (p. 26). Andere (2004) reported that
experts and practitioners financing for students at institutions of international education primarily
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(Caffrey and Isaacs, 1971, p. 85)
Figure 2.1 Alternative Groupings of Costs as Estimates of U.S. Investment in a
Student from the U.S. and Abroad.
comes from private sources in the international market for both undergraduate and graduate
education (95 percent of students abroad). Throsby further identified that students direct costs
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are primarily fees, travel, etc. come from the student‘s personal funding sources and that
determining income and expenditure financial flows, ―are an important first step in assessing the
economic impacts of foreign study‖ (p. 25). Winkler (1984) indicate the impact of foreign
students was the sum of net tuition payments and net expenditures on living expenses funded by
external sources.
Tuition
Gruebel and Scott (1966) developed Figure 1 to show social costs to the US The US
student was shown to have a residual cost to the US as tuition charges were estimated to cover
only about 50% of the direct educational expenditures of American IHE‘s. International students
supported by the US did not have an earnings foregone impact, but did include direct education,
maintenance and transportation cost. The self-supported international student was show to still
impact the US due to the tuition shortfall. On a national level, Winkler (1984) concluded that on
an ―only money that originates in other countries can be regarded as a benefit. Financial support
by the US government, US private foundations, or colleges and universities themselves
represents only a transfer payment with in the USA, not an expenditure which increases US
ability to purchase imports‖ .
Predictive Models
Current predictive models used to establish spending habits are based on university
prepared benchmark standards for all students. To determine an accurate model of for prediction
of economic impact, spending patterns of international students compared to the university
estimate of student cost of living data are required. Previous related research by Funk (2001)
concluded benchmark estimates (1996 data) of universities in the Midwestern US typically
underestimated cost of living of international students, thereby underestimated the economic
impact of these students.
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The primary model used by many universities in calculating the economic impact of
international students is based on a model provided by the Institution of International Educators.
The basic input data used to calculate cost was reported from a general cost estimate for all
students coming to a campus and not based on the use of primary data. Cost data used is
typically an estimate based on information generated in the universities office of registration or
admission (Funk, 2001). Source of educationally related funding varies by student type
(undergraduate / graduate) and country of origin.
Student Spending – ISEIM
Funk (2001) indicated many institutional commissioned reports are based on studies
using a methodology for spending and income, which include a calculation of how much
students, employees and visitors spend in the local economy. Funk noted the estimates of
student spending ―are almost exclusively derived from university estimates of a so-called
‗sample budget‘ which result in extremely uniform findings on no-education related
expenditures‖ (2001 p. 110). Funk reported that these ‗sample budget‘ studies were seldom
based on studies that addressed primary data, but were based from minimum student budgets that
were found low compared to actual student expenditures. An assumption inherent in Funk‘s
International Student Economic Impact Model (ISEIM) was that ―international students have
inherent differences in economic behavior and impact, which requires a model distinct from
existing, domestic impact methodological approaches‖ ( p. 233). Funk further assessed estimates
of international students economic impact estimates were derived from US domestic student
expenditure studies using institutional generated student budgets or cost of living indices.
Funk (2001) developed an ISIEM model based on six divisional sections of relevance,
which included one demographic section and five expenditure sections based on exploratory
interviews:
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Student demographic profile



Academic and financial status



Post-academic stay projections



Estimated monthly spending



Non-monthly spending (one-time and non-periodic expenditures)



Student visitors

Funk used the demographic profile to establish home country, length of stay and family make-up
information to establish basis for cross-tabulation of data. The remaining five areas of relevance
established a breakdown and flow of expenditures.
Student Sources of Funding
Data for determination of the cost bearer of international students proved difficult to
interpret (Gruebel and Scott, 1966), as they were unable to clearly identify the ―self-supported‖
students source of funding. Source of funding for ―self-supported‖ may have reflected either
non-U.S. source of funds or US scholarships for the response of the international students that
they ―paid for themselves‖ (p. 88). During the period between 1954-55 and 1963-64, Gruebel
and Scott found that the over-all balance in foreign training averaged positive to the US an
average of $16 million per year. Altbach (1991) stated ―the large majority of foreign students are
self-funded‖ (p. 310).
Winkler (1984)identified that only funds originating in other countries should be
considered a benefit for calculation of the economic impact of international students in the US.
He stated, ―Financial support by the US government, US private foundations, or colleges and
universities themselves represents only a transfer payment within the USA, not an expenditure
which increase US ability to purchase imports‖
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Economic Impact – Tax Payers
Decision making by a university related to the implication of international student
programs is not independently determined by cultural or economic considerations, but in some
combination of qualitative and quantitative evaluations. Throsby (1999) stated, ―the usefulness
of cost-benefit analysis methods at the institutional level might be in their application to
particular initiatives relating to foreign study, such as assessing the economic ramifications for
special programs to cater for foreign enrolments,‖ and ―whether the resources devoted to the
education of such students are seen to be justified by the institutional benefits that accrue‖ (p.
25).
An additional issue to politicians and university public relations concerns are that tax
payers are contributing more to the international student than is taken in. Throsby further noted,
―a university or college might have an interest simply in knowing the economic impacts of the
existing cohort of foreign student enrolments, and whether resources devoted to the education of
such students are seen to be justified by the intuitional benefits that accrue‖ (p. 25). Knowledge
of the positive or negative economic impact of international students may diminish concerns of
taxpayer cost, if shown to be positive. A positive result would reduce concerns of politicians
image to constituents when international participation in higher education by international
students is justified by showing their economic benefits exceed costs beyond the globalization
exposure alone.
Scott (1995) reported communities that neglected to recognize the short and long-term
impact of international students are missing an economic development opportunity, where
retailers can profit directly from increased income and the state and city (citizens) benefit from
increased taxes. Winkler (1984) indicated ―[F]oreign students pay consumption taxes and
payroll and state and federal taxes on income derived from employment‖ .
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Regarding taxes paid by international students, Winkler (1984)concluded,
All taxes represent payments and thus, ignoring income distribution considerations, do
not in and of themselves affect social welfare, although taxes clearly indirectly affect
welfare through their typically deleterious effects on economic efficiency. Thus, payroll
and income taxes paid on income earned in the USA do not represent benefits to US
society. The social benefits derived from the services provided society in exchange for
income; the value of these services is already captured in the market value of student
research and instruction. On the other hand, consumption taxes paid by foreigners from
income earned outside the USA represent transfers of purchasing power from other
societies and is thus a welfare gain to the USA .
LSU Estimated Fees and Living Expenses
Estimates of tuition and living expenses for LSU are located on the web pages of the
International Services Office (ISO) as a service to incoming international students. ISO
estimated expenses include required fees, academic excellence fee, technology fee, utility
surcharge, operational fee, international cultural center fee and international compliance fee as
provided in Appendix Table 2.2 (Louisiana State University International Services Office,
2007). The ISO web page estimated the standard tuition and living expenses of attending LSU to
be $26,000 and included a disclaimer statement,
The amount given for living expenses and for books & supplies are minimal
estimates. Most students will spend more than these estimates. Note that no estimated
amounts are included for costs such as clothing, transportation, travel, medical costs not
covered by insurance, and other incidentals (para 2).
Differentiated Cost
Throsby (1991b) indicated that ―it is clear that average and marginal costs per student
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differ significantly between academic subject areas‖ (p. 352). According to Throsby (1999), the
analysis of the applications will require guesswork to fill in missing information to provide a
general feel of the magnitudes of measurement and provide enough sensitivity to errors and
omissions in the data to provide the ability to generate robust conclusions. Throsby (1991b)
identified that in the analysis of financial impact of foreign students on a institution of higher
education, the differential cost between academic subject areas must be recognized to clearly
understand differential costs. Throsby identified three broad groupings that differentiate in cost
as: 1) Classroom Based: Arts, humanities, education, economics, commerce and law; 2)
Laboratory Based: Natural sciences, mathematics and computing; 3) Professional Science:
agriculture, dentistry, engineering, medicine and veterinary science. The latter group,
professional science disciplines, is laboratory-based but involves high-level equipment and
requires substantial ancillary facilities and service.
Chisti (1984) indicated his study was on a national level and was unable to obtain
distribution data recognizing the cost differential by field and level. Data from The Ohio State
University was used and expanded to a national projection. However, this approach is not totally
accurate as some universities tuitions are adjusted for the field of study, while others have no
such variance.
A problem identified by Throsby (1991b) with developing an impact analysis of foreign
students on tuition cost within the university is not just in relation to the impact of additional
enrollments. Throsby indicated, ―[M]ost universities and colleges can specify direct
‗departmental‘ costs comprising academic and nonacademic staff costs, and attributable
equipment, materials and other expenditures‖ (p. 352). However, some costs of shared facilities
have to be allocated on some basis to the using units as some of these facilities are not shared
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equally. ―Generally some formula is used or can be devised to allocate ‗central‘ costs and it
students‖ (p. 352).
Throsby (1991a) reported in the determination of the impact of foreign students requires
consideration of short term and long term impacts that foreign students generate on a university.
Short-run costs only affect additions in recurrent costs, whereas long-run costs involve capital
costs primarily related to expansion. Throsby reported that for expanding numbers of students,
short-run costs are a factor to consider, whereas for small changes in the numbers of students,
short-run marginal costs are near zero, ―since a lecture, a tutorial or a place in the library is a
non-rival public good up to the point where congestion occurs‖ . Chisti (1984) confirmed that
―[T]he cost structure of US higher education is such that marginal cost in the short run is
negligible‖ .
Student Fees, Varied Approaches
Given that the numbers of international students attending Louisiana State University
have been fairly stable over time, except for a decline due to the Hurricane Katrina impact,
Throsby‘s analysis indicates short-run costs of these students are near-zero, allowing that
average costing is an allowable approach.
Altbach (1991) reported that the United States has a different approach to foreign
student fees than countries in the European Community (EC). The fees paid by foreign
students in Belgium and France have no differentiation in the amount charged to
domestic students. This approach is the same to all countries in the EC due to EC policy,
but Britain does charge a full fee of students where no bilateral agreement exists.
According to Altbach, the position of charging full fees decreased foreign student attendance.
Throsby (1991) indicated that American private universities do not differentiate between
domestic and out-of-state / non-resident fees, unless the student has earned a scholarship or loan
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by the university. Throsby further reported that students that are residents of a public American
state university pay about 20% of the total cost of instruction. ―Out-of-State students, including
those from other states in the US as well as foreign students, pay a higher rate, often triple the
local rate but seldom pay the full cost of instruction.
The full implications of the economics of foreign study remains under researched and as
a result, decisions are often made, by governments, institutions and individuals, on the basis of
inadequate knowledge‖ (Altbach, 1991 , p. 315). Throsby (1991a) conclude that ―although
foreign and domestic students impose essentially the same costs on the university system, their
optimal tuition charges after subsidy might differ, perhaps quite substantially‖ .
Economic Impact Studies
The belief is that the university would assign tuition costs to meet the expense of the
university in providing academic training. Funk (2001) determined through a cost benefit
assessment model that an undergraduate international student generated a positive return of
$5697 at the University of Wisconsin in the 1999-2000 academic year and that an international
graduate student generated a net loss of $66 where a weighted positive average of all
international students generated $1662 per student for the university.
Beyond the direct educational expenditures to the university, an additional consideration
of interest to the institution of higher education communities (including affected towns and
states) is the non-academic economic impact (e.g. non-campus rent, clothes, guests) of
international students. The IIE estimated the total economic contribution of international
students to the State of Wisconsin was $172.4 million dollars, with approximately one-half as
living (non-educational) expenses (University of Wisconsin Center for International Education,
2001, February 21).
The academic year 2006-07 net economic impact of international students to the United

54

States was estimated at over $15.5 billion and for the State of Louisiana, over $106.1 million
(Institute of International Education, 2007b). The net impact of international students attending
Louisiana State University is estimated to add over $35 million to the economy in general and
$25.1 million for tuition and fees.
Funk (2001) indicated the needs of an international student may vary and the
expenditures experienced may vary depending on the country of origin. Factors affecting
expenses may not be measurable and may vary from the universities printed bulletin cost. The
previously omitted costs incurred by the international student may include such expenses as
transportation to and about the IHE, requirement for meals, and possible lodging during holidays
and semester breaks if a dormitory was selected as the student‘s place of residence. The data
primarily used by many universities in calculating the economic impact of international students
is based on a model provided by the Institution of International Educators that relies on a
standard estimate for all students coming to a campus and not on the use of primary data (Funk,
2001).
Rogers (1984) noted, ―given the strategic importance of international education in
preparing young Americans for careers in the twenty-first century, it would seem prudent for
institutions to engage in some systematic self-study to ascertain their capabilities‖ (p. 24), which
included infrastructure and financial concerns to the university. Rogers further indicated while it
has been shown in documentation that net contributions are generated to college and state
economies, these entities might not be aware of all the additional cost of staff and functions to
support these students.
Funk (2001, p. 147) stated for the University of Wisconsin: ―[M]any have argued against
maintaining such programs (international) due to the perception that the tuition international
students pay as non-residents does not fully cover the full cost of instructing them, whereas

55

others have framed international program proposals within elusive economic impact terms. ―
Noting the relevance of a site specific study in determining a measured economic impact, Funk
stated, ―the measured economic impact and cost/benefit findings from this population
(internationals student) can find immediate relevance within the state-level policy debate over
international student issues due to the chosen locale‖ (p. 147).
Throsby (1999) reported that adopting a broad cost-benefit approach, he was able to
identify the principal items of cost and benefit that may be relevant for different stakeholders,
with particular reference to institutions and to society as a whole. Throsby additionally noted that
benefits are not as measurable as are costs, when including non-empirical considerations, but that
―assessment of costs is a vital step in understanding economic implications of foreign students at
the various levels of analysis‖ (p. 54). de Wit reported the stakeholders within higher education
include government, private and educational sectors (de Wit, 1999).
Throsby (1991b) indicated that the need to define and establish methodologies to identify
and, where appropriate, to quantify costs and benefits of foreign student programs at institutions
of higher education with particular reference to tuition alternatives in student-financed systems,
and institutional vs. taxpayer interest in all systems. ―At the regional level, the possibility of
stimulation to the regional economy by the presence of foreign students should be assessed. At
the national level, we have suggested that questions of the financial impacts of foreign students
on future trade prospects and on aid policy are amongst the main issues to be considered‖
(Throsby, 1991a) .
Review of Research Questions
Multiple sources (Rogers, 1984; Throsby, 1991a; Altbach and Teichler, 2001; Funk,
2001) support that international student attendance of US institutions of higher education
benefits the nation from the perspective of cultural, political and academic diversity. At issue
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and the concern of this research providing an accurate measure of the cost benefit status to
provide a measure that answers the concern of how much financial support is the institution and
taxpayers of the State of Louisiana providing foreign non-residents in their attendance of the
flagship university, Louisiana State University. The first question to be answered is: What is the
estimated academic net cost or benefit of an international student at an Institution of Higher
Education, in particular, Louisiana State University.
Throsby (1991a) indicated, ―[A]t the regional level, the possibility of stimulation to the
regional economy by the presence of foreign students should be assessed‖ The City of Baton
Rouge and the State of Louisiana, receive an unknown amount of financial gain from the
attendance of international students‘ spending money for goods and services.

The most readily

available estimates of these expenditures use university provided data not generated from
primary source data (Funk, 2001). Therefore, obtaining primary source data directly from
international students will provide the answer to the second question of this research: What is the
non-academic economic impact of an international student to the community associated with the
Institution of Higher Education, specifically Louisiana State University. Winkler (1984)
concluded that international students expenses on goods and services is the same as for tuition
payments. ―Only that proportion of expenses actually funded from abroad represents a benefit to
US society‖ (1984).
Finally, ―The political and cultural aspects of diversifying the institution of higher
education by increasing attendance of international students would be enhanced regardless of
whether the program was financially beneficial to the university and community‖ Throsby
(1999). National statistics are provided to reflect expenses and costs to students on a boiler plate
approach (Funk, 2001), where expenses are based on non-student university information and
adjusted to estimate the relation to various universities based on tuition reports. The lack of
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primary data begs a third research question of accuracy through comparison of primary and
secondary data (existing/available recorded data) with: What is the accuracy of the national
report of economic impact of international students compared to a study of a selected institution
of higher education, specifically Louisiana State University.
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CHAPTER THREE
METHODOLOGY
This study was designed to determine the economic impact of international students
attending Louisiana State University and A & M College at Baton Rouge, Louisiana. The
international student population at this institution of higher education represents thirty-six
percent of those international students attending colleges and universities in the State of
Louisiana. The selection of LSU, which is the flagship university of Louisiana, provided the
largest number of international students in Louisiana at a single location which provided the
opportunity to mix sampling strategies and to provide a sufficient number of individuals for
multiple groupings and availability to the researcher.
The complexity of this project required a methodology offering the flexibility to
determine inclusive economic criteria and to determine the economic impact of students on a
specific college or university campus. This study examined the spending profile of international
students and differences between nationalities/regions academic curriculum, and academic
classification.
The design method and methodology adhered to the methodology and design developed
by David Funk (2001) to allow comparison of the results that he provided in the University of
Wisconsin study he conducted, with an expansion to provide comparison of geographic
groupings (Asia, Europe, Latin America (including Mexico)), America/Oceania, The Middle
East and Africa. The study examined the economic impact of international students using costs
and benefits generated by international students to the university and community during their
attendance at Louisiana State University in Baton Rouge, Louisiana. Incorporation of
descriptive and quantitative data provided an exposure of spending to estimate direct annual
expenditures of international students to the university and community. The findings were
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integrated into the International Student Economic Impact Model (ISIEM) to provide an
economic impact and net cost or benefit of international students. Inclusion of non-economic
data in the study results provided qualitative perspectives, allowing a more comprehensive and
holistic perspective in the presentation of the impact of international students on university and
college campuses and the surrounding community where they interact.
Study Design
The goal of this study was to provide a determination and estimation of the economic
impact of international students on a university campus. Primary data gathered from
international students attending the university provided a monetary estimate of expenditures at
the study campus. The student expenditure data along with institutional data provided costs and
benefits associated with hosting international students for an estimation of economic impact at
the university and regional community.
This chapter provides the design and methodology to accomplish the identified goals of
the study. The following discussion presents the framework, research questions and general
study design.
Research Questions
The research questions of this study are intended to determine the economic impact of
international students on a university campus and community and evaluation of a model for
comparison to previous results. The research questions are as follows:
1. What is the estimated net cost or benefit of an international student at an institution of
higher education?
2. What is the non-academic economic impact of an international student to the community
associated with the institution of higher education?
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3. What is the accuracy of the national report of economic impact of international students
compared to a study of an institution of higher education
Economic Model
This study encompassed two determinations in the process of modeling the economic
impact of international students to a university campus. The first determination is the estimation
of net cost or benefit of the host institution. The second process of this study is determination of
the economic impact which: ―permits an evaluation of international education within an importexport framework and provides a means of comparison to any other export in terms of efficiency
and return on investment‖ (Funk, 2001). Funk‘s International Student Economic Impact Model
(ISEIM) is shown in Appendix Table 3.1.
A great amount of research has addressed the non-economic importance of academic,
cultural and political factors related to international students mostly in a positive manner. The
economic impact of students, which is an important factor of recruitment policies of universities
and political bodies, was reported lacking (Throsby, 1999; Funk, 2001; Darrup-Boychuck, 2007).
―Providing clearer insight into defining economic impacts from international students can
facilitate the delineation of economic from non-economic arguments and provide useful
analytical resources for international education policy development‖ (Funk, 2001).
Data Collection
The study occurred at the selected university, Louisiana State University.
LSUInternational students represent 5.3% of the total of all students attending the university.
These international students attending LSU represent 36% of the which hosts thirty-six percent
of the in international student population in the State of Louisiana (Louisiana State University
Budget and Planning, 2008). Multiple forms of data collection, including secondary data, guided
interviews and questionnaires were used to secure both quantitative and qualitative data from the
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selected university. Secondary data will be quantitative in nature and was obtained from various
sources within the university and state educational branches (e.g. Louisiana State University
Budget and Planning, Louisiana Board of Regents) to provide university cost data and attendance
information. These secondary data sources of data provided student demographic information
and institutional financial summary data. University sources of information also identified the
population pool from which the sample selection was drawn.
Data from National Association of Foreign Student Advisors (NAFSA), Institute of
International Education (IIE) and The College Board was used for national summary data and
comparative model data. Meta-analysis data from the known Wisconsin study (Funk, 2001)
provided comparative data and assisted in the determination of typology and aid in establishing
the classification of themes (Tashakkori and Teddlie, 1998).
A combination of open-ended and guided interviews with knowledgeable
individualsinternational students served to provide information to generate a formal survey and
questionnaire for the research project to provide financial contribution data by students to the
university and the community. The questionnaire developed and used in the Funk model served
guidance to ensure questions included in this previous study were included and that those
questions are included allowing insurance that compatible information was obtained to add
validity to the data collection. Appendix 3.28 provides a copy of the previous questionnaire
developed by Funk (2001).
Initial interviews consisted of both open and close-ended interview formats through the
use of funnel interviews, providing use of broad questions that lead to more focused issues
(Tashakkori and Teddlie, 1998). These tools were pretested with international students to allow
development of a more structured and close-ended follow-up instrument and serve for a validity
check. Preliminary interview data obtained from international students provided better
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conceptualization of the data content needed to fully answer the research questions. A
questionnaire was used to obtain primary source data from students participating in the study.
Questionnaires were submitted for approval to the Institutional Review Board for review and
approval of assurance that personal data obtained from individuals surveyed retained
confidentiality as shown in Appendix Table 3.3.
Based on information garnered from the interview phase and previous research by Funk,
a questionnaire was developed to form of a ―self-reported data collection instrument‖ that was
filled out by the research participants (Johnson, 2003, p. 297). Principles of questionnaire
construction (Johnson, 2003) developed by Johnson and Christensen, shown in Appendix Table
3.4, was used to provide guidelines for questionnaire development. Questionnaires were
delivered through both paper and pencil and computer format, using close-ended, open-ended
and multiple-choice questions.
Questionnaires were delivered using on-line techniques allowing ease in use of online
survey completion. Response participation by international students via electronic mailing at
LSU in a case study of the International Cultural Center provided mixed results in surveys
responded to and in quality of data (Kelly, 2004). Anticipation of insufficient returns through
this approach was attempted to be overcome with an inclusion of fiduciary incentive.
Questionnaires were also delivered through a facilitated questionnaire methodology. Use of a
facilitated questionnaire provided the opportunity for respondents to complete a questionnaire in
the presence of the researcher and allows the researcher to answer any questions and clarify any
misunderstandings.
This survey method allowed the researcher to clarify the purpose of the study, to
emphasize confidentiality of the respondents‘ answers and provided the researcher the
opportunity to personally be present and collect the completed questionnaires. Funk (2001)
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supported the use of the facilitated questionnaire methodology as better than self-reporting, ―to
allay confidentiality and socio-political context concerns, clarify questionnaire language and
direct respondents in how to adapt unique circumstances to the questionnaire format‖ . Both of
these methods allowed respondents to complete the questionnaire at their own pace. As an
additional method of obtaining data, use of a convenience sample was applied at a dinner
attended by international students at the LSU International Culture Center. All the international
students attending LSU had received a notice of the study by means of a blanket email to all
international students thanks to the LSU International Student Office.
Of concern during the development of this project, was a question of receptiveness to of a
US researcher to the international participant. Funk (2001) indicated that in the Wisconsin
study: ―Concerns over confidentiality, political and economic use of the study, and other agendas
were heightened by the presence of a US researcher‖ (p. 148) and therefore use of international
field data collectors were almost exclusively used. With updated web technology, the viability
of this mechanism of data collection was determined through pre-testing of the questionnaire.
Pretesting of the questionnaire without using international data collectors gave no indication of
any resistance of the international participant willingness to participate in the study and provide
data to the best of their ability.
Through use of questionnaire pre-testing for this project, the number of unknowns was
diminished, thereby reducing the number of open-ended questionnaire responses in addressing
the research questions. The data was collected for the research questions in the following
manner:
Research Question 1: Questionnaires (self-reported & facilitated) / Guided interviews, secondary
data
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Research Question 2: Questionnaires (self-reported & facilitated) / Guided interviews, secondary
data
Research Question 3: Questionnaires (self-reported & facilitated) / Guided interviews
Data Validation
Data validation was used to strengthen and cross-validate reliability of data by using a
variety of sources (Patton, 2002). A valid measure is one that measures what it is intended to
measure for ―the use to which the measure is to be put‖ (de Vaus, 1995, p.55) . Validity of the
questionnaire was secured by interviewing respondents to insure the questionnaire is complete
and by ensuring that the questionnaire was comparable to previously research to insure all
expenses of the international student are incorporated into attaining the research goals.
Reliability
A sample of questionnaires was followed up through a semi-structured interview format
to serve as a data check of reliability, providing replication of data collection from different
samples. To determine the level of accuracy Funk noted that the ―immense complexity within
the international student population advocates the use of more than one method of inquiry for
wider insight into international student economic impacts‖ (2001, p. 140).
Data acquisition through a web-based questionnaire and use of a facilitated questionnaire
were the primary mechanisms of delivery, but to affirm validity of data, a follow up with
selected volunteers through depth interview was be performed to address instrument
(questionnaire) reliability. Administration of a follow-up replica survey questionnaire to a subsample of volunteer respondents aids determination if there is any indication of measurement
error (Funk, 2001) . Fink and Kosecoff (1985) reported a survey is reliable if the correlation
between a test-retest is high. de Vaus (1995) indicated that if the correlation co-efficient is high
(0.8 or above), then the question is assumed to be reliable. Though the measure of error was not
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significant in the Wisconsin study, the technique used reportedly would have allowed for a
calculated adjustment to a possible distortion of values if a significant difference were
determined.
Sampling
Louisiana State University was selected for the research site for sampling of students. This site
provides accessibility of a sub-population in the student population of approximately 1500
international students to draw a research sample. The sampling method was stratified
proportional sampling such that the sample analyzed were proportional to the population of
international students by nationality, classification (graduate and undergraduate students) and
academic study area. Criteria sampling encompassed the target sample as a selection of
international students attending an institution of higher education from the population of all
students. University records, in collaboration with the university International Services Office
and the International Cultural Center sources, provided information to identify subject names of
the accessible sub-population of international students from the campus population.
International student for this study were defined as, a full-time student of non-U.S.
citizenship, not a permanent resident, or refugee having obtained a high school degree, attending
an institution of higher education in the United States. This definition narrows that by Agarwal
and Winkler (1985) of ―a citizen of another country pursuing education in a US school requiring
a high school diploma or its equivalent.‖ International students attending colleges and
universities must maintain a full-time status to maintain their visa status and of interest to this
study was their educational ranking to a college or university campus.
The sampling plan was to stratify the sample population in proportion to their university
attendance through development of regions of representation, providing a proportional
representation of the distribution of student origins (Appendix 3.5). Confidentiality was

66

maintained by reporting on regional, rather than country groupings, as some students were the
sole representative of their country. Further, if the number of respondents in any regional
grouping was sufficiently small to allow the possibility of identification of individuals based on
responses, these regional groups were reorganized to eliminate individual respondents in a group.
Additional consideration was given to allow for data collection to be balanced proportionally
between graduate and undergraduate as much as allowable, as LSU had about a 29%
undergraduate to 71% graduate ratio. Within regionally defined groups, selection of individual
participants was random. Randomness was accomplished through assigning a number to each
international student in a by the identified criteria and a random number generator program was
used to select each participant.
Funk (2001) established a sample primarily selected on country of origin and secondarily
on region of origin (e.g. Asia, Africa) to ensure representative stratification. The Wisconsin
study results were based on a sample of 248 usable questionnaires from an international
population of 3404 (7.3 percent). A comparable sample size from the international population of
the 1516 international students attending Louisiana State University would require 111 usable
questionnaires to provide the same representative data. One hundred thirty useable
questionnaires were collected from international students on the Louisiana State University –
Baton Rouge campus. The sampling methods used were planned to meet the data needs for the
research questions related to the net economic impact to the university and the community and
aspects of the university selected for attendance.
Analysis
Analysis for the project in determining the impact of international students at IHE‘s used
multiple techniques. Analysis schemes were based on themes in an a priori format based on
previous research through emergent theme flexibility as the data were collected and reviewed
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(Patton, 2002). Funk (2001) used qualitative-exploratory techniques noted by Borg and Gall in a
grounded theory approach to develop quantitative research tools to generate an internationalappropriate survey instrument for estimating direct international student expenditures.
Determination of whether spending behavior of international students in the current study
differs from previous research during the study served to be a measure of interpretive rigor by
addressing within design consistency, consistency of inference and interpretive agreement
(Tashakkori and Teddlie, 2003). ―Interpretive agreement is consistency of interpretations across
people (e.g., consistency among scholars, consistency with participants‘ construction of reality)‖
(Tashakkori and Teddlie, 2003, p. 40-41).
Quantitative data was summarized by use of SPSS statistical analysis to examine the
ISEIM model. The descriptive ISIEM model was analyzed in a non-experimental multiple
regression design, a design in which nonzero correlation is expected (Pedhazur, 1997). General
Linear modeling was used to compare the ISIEM model for geographically defined regions using
analysis of covariance design (ANCOVA). ANCOVA allowed determination of differences
existing among the various grouping being examined at the expense of the complete model, as a
reduction of variables was necessary to use this analysis as needed for a reliable equation that
can be used for comparison between groupings (Stevens, 2002; U.S. Department of Labor
Statistics, 2008), therefore use of ANCOVA allowed determination if the population slopes
differ sufficiently enough among groupings to conclude that the population values are different
(Stevens, 2002). Use of ANCOVA allowed determination of whether the populations required
separate linear models or could be pooled into one model by assessing the magnitude of
differences in the population parameter (slope) among populations. If the population parameters
differed by a statistically significant margin, the populations would be inferred to be different in
their impacts.
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Student Data Profile
Funk (2001) noted that not only were international students diverse in their country-oforigin, they were diverse in their mechanisms of obtaining funding. Sources and amounts of
funds, as reported for visa application purposes, for US educational costs include: home,
government (foreign or U.S.), institutional, fellowship, personal and family resources,
international aid and host support.
The total student support funding reported on visa documents presented to the US
embassy or consulate has little value for any purpose other than documentation that the
international student provided evidence of sufficient funds to attend a US IHE at the time of the
personal interview. Some university international student offices report the total funding the
student indicates available on the visa application form, while others only report the amount
sufficient to meet the requirements established by the school accepting the student and electing
to omit any overage. The difference in reporting available student funds on the visa application
by university immigration offices provides an inconsistent and therefore an inaccurate source of
data.
Throsby (1991b) indicated the major cost to students is the cost of tuition. Other
academic cost to foreign students includes expense of additional services, such a special
counseling or host country language courses. Caffrey and Isaacs (1971) established that local
expenditures to the community by students included local miscellaneous expenditures, excluding
room and board for on campus housed or at home students; rental housing for students for offcampus students; and local non-housing expenditures and local expenditures by visitors to the
college. Altbach (1991) added that ―Foreign students also contribute to the local economy
directly through their expenditures for rent and food and.. indirectly through continuing
economic relationships after they return home‖ (p. 315).
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Caffrey and Isaacs (1971) identified four general types of visitors to a college
community, including: business visitors (e.g. sales, guest lecturer), recreational visitors (e.g.
sporting events, concert), educational visitors (e.g. part-time student, conference attendee), and
personal visitors (e.g. parent, prospective student, friend, parent, or sightseer). This study was
directed at international students, which dictates that the category of importance were the
personal visitors. Unlike domestic students at a university whose visitors are more likely to be of
short duration, the international student‘s visitors live in other communities are more likely to
stay longer, using local lodging, purchasing food, gasoline, and other commodities and services
from local businesses (Caffrey and Isaacs, 1971, p. 15). In agreement, Throsby (1999) reported,
foreign students have economic impacts beyond the institutions in which they are enrolled: ―they
spend money on food, entertainment and recreation in the cities and towns in which they are for
the first time being resident, they engage in travel and tourism within the host country and so on‖
(p. 33).
Preliminary interviews with study subjects and further literature review aided in
determining specific questions included in the survey instrument. These interviews insured that
all sources of funding and expenditures incurred by students are incorporated into the
questionnaire to reduce any information omission that may affect the study completeness. The
following divisional sections primarily developed by Funk (2001) and amended to include
institution selection criteria served as the sections of relevant inquiry linked to the study‘s
objectives:


Student demographic profile: This information established country and region of
origin, length of time in the US, age and sex of student and family composition.



Academic and financial status: This information established curriculum, class
status and source and amount of financial aid.
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Post-academic stay projections: This information established current long term
plans of the student and intended length of stay.



Estimated monthly spending: This information established where and the amount
students spend during their time in the US.



Non-periodic expenditures: This information established expenses that are nonrecurring such as amount spent on purchasing items such as a vehicle, furniture,
appliances.



Students‘ visitors: This information established an estimation of anticipated
expenses of friends and family that visited the student during their stay in the US.
Expenditures by students friends and family visitors was a financial impact not
directly generated by the international student, but was determined by Funk
(2001) to provide additional influence to the regional and national economy by
their presence as a tourist.

The student demographic profile, generated from data provided by respondents from
questionnaires, provided data to allow comparison of generated models based on global
groupings (e.g. North America, Oceania, Europe), academic curriculum and academic
classification.
Host Country Cost – Benefits
Economic benefits received by the attendance of international students may include
revenue from tuition, grants, research, casual work and expenditures for goods and services.
Effects not included in this project that are difficult to determine, but need to be recognized,
involve congestion, domestic student displacement and future alumnus contributions through
donations and trade with the host country (Throsby, 1999). Appendix table 3.6 provides a
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detailed breakdown of cost and benefits of foreign students that should be considered according
to Throsby.
Summary
This projects‘ purpose was to determine the economic benefit that international students
bring to an institution of higher education and the related community, thereby addressing Rogers
(1984) question of whether international students are an economic benefit or cost? Beyond
economic impact, the follow-up question to be addressed was a determination of the how the
results correspond to previous and current economic impact models related to international
students attending institutions of higher education. If these temporary student visitors to the
United States are an economic benefit, administrators and interested political parties may desire
the knowledge of how more of these qualified international students may be drawn to their
campus for reasons beyond being politically correct through diversification and cultural
exchange.
Collateral findings of this study generated from information garnered from the
questionnaire completed by international students provides insights of student profiles by ethnic
regions, level of wealth and academic status. The study provides a comparison of geographic
regions to assess the relative economic impact of its findings compared to previous studies,
allowing for new findings developed in the structuring of an international student economic
impact model and with an estimated base model identifying the minimum funding needed by an
attending student. Funk (2001) and others were able to address the institutional student model of
estimated cost of attendance. The resulting model based on LSU primary data was compared
with the expense budget generated by the International Services Office.
Limitations and Concerns
The preliminary concerns of this study were regarding sampling and development of the
instrument model. Reduction of sampling bias through use of stratified random sampling
72

planned to enhance the success in using the online web based questionnaire and positive
volunteer response. Concern of using a guided or facilitated questionnaire depended on nonresponse and measurement error that may occur using a self-guided instrument.
The original plan of obtaining a higher response to participate in this study was to offer a
moderate financial incentive ($10 / participant) to the 160 students contacted multiple times to
meet for a facilitated questionnaire completion. This approach garnered sixteen completed
questionnaires. The $10 incentive plan was changed as an incentive payment could be construed
as payment for services and not allowable under U.S. law. An alternative plan was developed to
allow a drawing for one in five participants win $50. Receptiveness of those participating varied
from those who had participated solely to help and refused the prize to a group of five who
―played the odds‖ that one of them would win and take the rest out for lunch.
The lack of an international facilitator did not seem to have any negative effect. The
benefit gained by being present did allow clarification of a few questions for a web based
questionnaire. The decision was made to attend a holiday gathering at the International Cultural
Center which garnered 59 completed questionnaires as a convenience/snowball sample. The
remainder of the questionnaires, 63, was obtained by a blanket email to all the international
students after contact from the LSU International Services Office provided by another
convenience sampling. These multiple methods of participant recruitment provided 130 useable
samples. Obtaining an acceptable sample size to address the questions of interest was
anticipated to require some combination of multiple sampling formats using some level of
purposive chain sampling and convenience sampling (Tashakkori and Teddlie, 1998), retaining
stratification to accomplish the desired international student representation mix. Time and
practicality did limit the information acquisition from the use of self-reporting style of data
collection, whether web based or with a facilitated questionnaire.
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CHAPTER FOUR
ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS

Chapter Four summarizes the direct and indirect non-educational expenditures of
international students who participated in the International Student Questionnaire at Louisiana
State University-Baton Rouge. Sample information gathered from 130 international students was
used to estimate the direct and indirect student expenditures of the international student
population at the university. The international student data analyzed in this chapter was used
with the Wisconsin ISEIM (Funk, 2001) in the next chapter to generate a benefit analysis and a
total economic impact estimate to the regional economy.
Data presented in this chapter includes a demographic profile of the international students
participating in the study and the general international population and expense data provided by
the students sampled. Expense data findings are based on the two categories including direct and
indirect groupings. Direct expenses include direct, recurring and periodic expenses such as
housing, groceries, telephone, vehicle expenses and electronics expenditures. Indirect
expenditures include spending on travel and visitors purchases which occur when visiting the
international student host.
Demographic Results
One hundred and thirty usable surveys collected for this study were provided from
students of 44 countries out of the 116 countries with students attending Louisiana State
University – Baton Rouge. The greatest participation in the study came from international
students from the countries of India (29 responses, 22.3%) and China (22 responses. 16.9%).
East Asian students represent 61.0% of all international students in the US, 59.1% of
international students at LSU-BR and 56.9% of the respondents in the sample pool. Table 4.1
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shows the distribution of international students in the sample pool closely represented the
distribution on international students by region attending Louisiana State University – Baton
Rouge and the US.
Age, Marital Status and Length of Stay by Academic Classification
Estimated length of stay was of interest in this study as this measure served as a factor to
determine the cost per month of periodic and indirect expenses which cannot be readily
estimated on a per month basis. The average length of stay for all international students
participating in this study was 57 months, with Latin American students averaging the longest

Table 4.1
LSU International Student Distribution by Region

Region of Origin
Asia
Europe
Latin America
North
America/Oceania
Middle East
Africa
Total

Number
Surveyed

% of Survey
Respondents

Int'l
Students
in the US a

Int'l
Students at
LSU-BR b

74
16
15

56.9%
12.3%
11.5%

61.8%
13.1%
10.1%

59.2%
9.5%
13.3%

3
9
13

2.4%
6.9%
10.0%

0.8%
4.3%
10.0%

1.9%
7.1%
9.0%

130

100.00

100.00

100.00

a

Note. represents total international students in US during 2008-2009 by region of
origin. From Institute of International Education International Student Mobility by
Region, 2009. b represents international students at LSU-Baton Rouge , Fall 2009.
From International Student Office, Baton Rouge, La: Louisiana State University.
stay of 64 months. Students from Asia, Middle East and Africa all averaged approximately 58
months. Students who had the shortest stay of 45 months originated from Europe. Additional
comparisons of stay were made for gender, with females averaging 63 months and males
averaging 53 months. Undergraduates stayed 52 months studying at LSU-BR and graduates
averaged 59 months. International students studying in a laboratory based curriculum were
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enrolled for the longest at 65 months and students participating in a professional science had the
shortest estimate of length of stay at 52 months. Table 4.2 displays marital status, length of stay
and age for participants by academic classification.
Twenty-nine percent of all international students participating in this study reported being
married. None of the undergraduates participating in the study were married and forty-one
percent of the graduate students were married. The majority of all participants (42%) were 21-26
years of age with 37% were 27-34. Nine percent of participants were under 21 and over 34 years
of age respectively.
Table 4.2
Age, Marital Status and Length of Stay by Academic Classification

Category
Married
Avg. Stay in Months
Age
under 21
21-26
27-34
Over 34

Undergraduate
Percent
0%
52

Graduate
Percent
41%
59

38%
59%
3%
0%
100%

1%
39%
49%
11%
100%

Sources of Support
The average annual funding reported by all international students completing the questionnaire
for this study was $20,601. Sixty-three percent of the respondents indicated their primary source
of funding was from departmental assistantships. This result supports that international student‘s
at Louisiana State University primary source of funding was from a US source. Table 4.3
provides a presentation of the distribution of funding source based on primary source of funding.
Fifty-four percent of the total funding was reported by the sample students were from
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assistantships. The second primary source of funding (18%) and amount of funding (23%) was
received from family support. Assistantships for graduate students represented 73% of the
funding source received with an average amount of $14,615. Undergraduate‘s primary source of
funding was from family support (54%) with an average amount received from this source being
$12,190. The average funding from all sources received by graduate students participating in
this study was $20,000. The average funding received from all sources by undergraduate
students was $22,441.
Table 4.3
Primary sources of support for survey participants at Louisana State
University - BR
Category
Assistantship
US/LSU Sch/Aid
Home Gov't
Personal Savings
Family Support
Work Income

LSU%
63
11
5
2
18
1

US%
34*
4
4
**
51
7

Source: B. Harndari, Chow, P. 2008, Open Doors 2008, Report on
International Education Exchange, Primary source of funding of international
students, 2007/08, p 17. Note:* University scholarships included in
assistantship category** Personal savings included in family support.
Overall, the primary source funding after assistantships was reported as being received
from family support reflecting approximately the same primary source as US aid, home
government, personal savings and work income combined. By amount, family support was the
second source of funding at 11%, but represented 54% of the funding for undergraduates. U.S.
financial aid was the next level of funding (8%) for both graduate and undergraduate
Non-Educational Direct Expenditures
Direct expenditures were evaluated based on monthly/recurring expenditures and onetime/periodic expenditures. Monthly/recurring expenditures were ones reported on a monthly
basis. One-time/periodic expenditures were ones calculated based on the total expenditures for
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the individual student‘s anticipated estimated length of stay and calculating the average per
month expenditure that provided a comparable value to the monthly estimates provided by the
study participants.
Monthly / Recurring Expenditures
Monthly/recurring expenditures provided an estimate of expenses regularly encountered
by the international students participating in the study. The expenditures would be ones that the
student would be most likely to accurately estimate based on familiarity. Expenditures
experienced on a monthly basis are provided in Table 4.4. Monthly figures were used to
generate estimated annual expenditures on a variable/category basis to estimate total annual
expenditures to allow compatible values in a generally used format for reporting and analysis.
The average annual expenditure of monthly /recurring expenditures was estimated as $13,533.
One-Time / Periodic Expenditures
One-time / periodic expenditure data was collected on an annual basis as these expenditures
generally did not occur on a monthly basis and required calculating a total estimate which was
converted to a monthly basis for comparative presentation. This conversion was accomplished by
obtaining the total expenditure in the selected categories and converting the value to a monthly
basis using the estimated length of the students grouping included vehicles, furniture and
appliances, electronic and computer expenditures.
Table 4.5 provides the summary of responses for one-time or periodic expenses provided
by international students providing responses to the questionnaire used in this study. Furniture,
electronic and computer expenses were calculated using the method previously described to
report results in a monthly basis. Vehicle expenditures were calculated in the same manner, but
the calculated value was additionally reduced in value by 40% to reflect resale value (Funk,
2001) The other items included in the one-time or periodic expenditures were not assumed to

78

have any retention value or would accompany the international student upon their return to their
home country. The estimated average monthly expenditure for the one-time or periodic
purchases was $95, with an annual estimate of $1135.

Table 4.4
Average Direct Monthly or Recurring Expenditures at LSU-BR 2008-2009
Non-Educational Expenditure Categories
Monthly($)
Annual($)
Housing Rental
423
5,076
Groceries/Food
230
2,760
Dining Out
78
936
Personal Auto
60
720
Books, School Supplies
38
456
Utilities
31
372
Telephone
49
588
Clothing, Jewelry
49
588
Spouse Education
44
528
Medical Expenses
21
252
Insurance (Health, auto, other)
11
132
Children's Education
16
192
Entertainment (Theaters, video, sports, etc.)
25
300
Miscellaneous Household
25
300
Personal Services
21
252
Government (Parking, licenses, etc.)
6
72
Transportation (Taxi, bus, auto maintenance)
1
12
Total Direct Recurring Expenditures

1,128

13,536

Table 4.5
Average Direct One-time or Periodic Expenditures LSU-BR 2008-2009
Direct One-time or Periodic Expenditures
Vehicle
Furniture / Appliances
Electronics (TV, Camera, Cell Phones, etc)
Computer (Printer and other accessories)

Monthly ($)
49
13
14
19

Annual ($)
591
153
165
226

95

1,135

Total One-time or Periodic Expenditures

Comparison of Direct Monthly and Recurring Expenditures
An objective of this research was the determination of any differences in global region,
academic grouping and academic classification. Data was analyzed to determine if the
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difference of expenditures between groupings were significantly different enough to consider use
of more than one value of direct expenditures in development of the reported data. Principal
component analysis (PCA) was used to reduce the number of variables in regression analysis to
explain the factors most influencing the total variance. Jolliffe (2002) explains principal
component analysis as ―to reduce the dimensionality of a data set consisting of a large number of
interrelated variables retaining as much as possible of the variation present in the dataset.‖ The
new set of variables, or principal components serving as new predictors are uncorrelated, thereby
eliminating multicolinearity, improving the n/k ratio and are ordered to retain most of the
variation reflected in all of the original values based on a known population covariance (Jolliffe,
2002; Stevens, 2002). Use of the variance-covariance matrix allows variables to be measured in
their original metric (Jolliffe, 2002). Examination of the correlation matrix, the principal
components dominating are acknowledged when the coefficients of the variables measure above
0.5. Use of variance-covariance matrix allowed variables to be used in their original metric
(Jolliffe, 2002).
Regression Comparisons
SPSS Principal Component Analysis was used as the extraction method to derive the
factors most influencing total variance in a varimax rotation to generate the four resulting
components. Using 0.5 correlation as the minimum level of inclusion, per month expense
primary components included: 1. Spouse Education and Furniture; 2. Groceries, Food and
Personal Auto; 3. Dining Out; 4. Housing Rental. The component matrix is displayed in Table
4.6. ―Rotated Component Matrix components are selected over other variables for those with
large coefficients. Retention of the selected variables may cause a substantial drop in the squared
multiple correlation for the regression equation‖ (Jolliffe, 2002) . The selected components
explained 85 percent of the model variance.
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Three groupings were examined in this study. The groupings examined were Region,
Academic Curriculum and Academic Classification.
Regional Grouping
Table 4.7 displays the presentation of direct and recurring expense means by regions and overall.
The regions reporting the highest expenditure were Europe and Latin America with a mean total

Table 4.6
Principal Component Analysis, Rotated Component Matrix

Categories
Housing Rental
Groceries/Food
Telephone Expense
Book/Month
Clothing, Jewelry
InsuranceperMonth
Medical Expenses
Dining Out
Spouse/Month
TransportationperMonth
Personal Auto
Entertainment
Miscellaneous
Utilities
Personal Services
Gov't Avg/Month
Children Ed Expense
VehicleperMonth adj
FurnitureperMonth
ElectronicsperMonth
ComputerperMonth

1
.095
.306
-.100
.041
.365
.068
.071
.199
.957
.008
.352
.178
.403
.039
.328
.150
-.009
.506
.709
.402
.355

Rescaled Component
2
3
.214
.185
.913
-.157
.124
.153
.363
.273
.248
.156
.385
.143
.253
-.043
.126
.860
-.041
-.249
-.150
.329
.505
.300
.158
.434
.256
.192
.137
.431
.306
.246
.062
.002
.173
.123
.113
.339
.047
-.084
.126
.172
.010
.119

4
.954
.158
-.075
.096
-.075
-.134
.099
-.042
.139
.099
-.081
-.008
.017
.025
.035
.050
.046
.174
.080
-.168
-.046

over $1400. The lowest expenditures were reported by students from Africa with an average
expenditure under $1000.
Regions included Asia, Europe, Latin America, America/Oceania, Middle East and
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Africa. Examination by region of the significance of the four components was accomplished
through use of Type III test of fixed effects was performed on the four components generated
through principal component analysis. Using SPSS ANCOVA and mixed model pairwise
Table 4.7
Direct and Recurring Expenditures Comparison of Categories by Region
1
Categories

Housing Rental
Groceries/Food
Telephone Expense
Books, School Supplies
Clothing, Jewelry
Insurance (Health, Auto)
Medical Expenses
Dining Out
Spouse Education
Transportation (Taxi, etc)
Personal Auto
Entertainment
Miscellaneous
Utilities
Personal Services
Government
Children's Education
Vehicle
Furniture / Appliances
Electronics (TV, etc.)
Computer

403
226
49
32
43
12
24
70
9
0
64
23
21
31
18
5
28
47
8
12
19

Region
2
Mean

519
259
39
62
73
11
33
118
65
3
52
30
32
27
24
5
43
16
7
17

3

476
236
48
48
54
11
20
89
191
2
67
33
32
23
25
5
69
25
17
26

5

391
269
49
38
71
11
3
81
37
61
39
37
52
24
3
72
25
38
18

6

364
188
59
32
36
13
10
51
29
37
13
17
21
27
8
22
9
14
12

Total

423
230
49
38
49
11
21
78
44
1
60
25
25
31
21
6
16
49
13
14
19

Mean Total
1,142
1,436 1,497
1,319
961
1,223
N
74
16
17
9
13
129
Note: Regions are identified as follows: 1=Asia; 2= Europe; 3=Latin America;
4=America/Oceania, data was omitted due to confidentiality of single response;
5=Middle East; 6=Africa.
comparison by region showed no differentiation from normal significance for any of the region
interactions at 0.10 significance level.
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Further examination of the impact of regions on this model was performed using SPSS
test of between-subjects effects, with the dependent variable total expenses shown on Table 4.8.
The adjusted R2 value of this model was acceptable at 0.852. Results were that all the generated

Table 4.8
Test of Between-Subjects Effects Regions Regions
Source

Type III Sum of
Squares
33305443.699

8

Mean Square
4163180.462

F
84.997

Sig.
0.000

80318605.917

1

80318605.917

1639.817

0.000

22453.943

4

5613.486

0.115

0.977

FAC1_1

17229824.946

1

17229824.946

351.771

0.000

FAC3_1

4180497.071

1

4180497.071

85.351

0.000

FAC2_1

3989150.661

1

3989150.661

81.444

0.000

FAC4_1

6119243.718

1

6119243.718

124.933

0.000

Error

5779665.185

118

48980.213

Total

174400302.181

127

39085108.884

126

Corrected Model
Intercept
Region

Corrected Total

df

a. R Squared = 0.852 (Adjusted R Squared = 0.842)
Dependent Variable:Total_Expenses

components were significant at the 0.10 level, but region was not significant at the 0.10 level.
Whatever the difference in the norm for components 1, 2, 3 or 4, the difference is not
attributable to region. Using total expenses as the dependent value, test between-subjects
produced results of no significance by region.
There was not enough measurable difference necessitate separate evaluation of
expense data by region. As there was not enough measurable difference to generate
separate evaluation of expense data by region, the data was used as a single mean measure,
including all regions.
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Academic Curriculum
Academic curriculum groups consisted of three categories: 1. Classroom based; 2.
Laboratory based; 3. Professional Science. Examination by academic group was performed on
the four components using SPSS principal component analysis with total expense used as the
dependent variable. Analysis methodology was limited by number of components and
observations, thus preventing use of pairwise comparisons. SPSS tests of between-subjects
effects resulted in the affect of academic group on the models were found not significant at the
0.10 level as shown on Table 4.9. Whatever the difference in components, the difference is not
attributable to academic group. Using subject effects produced results of no significance by
academic group. As there was not enough measurable difference to generate separate evaluation
of expense data by academic group, the data was used as a single means measure including all
Table 4.9
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects Academic Grouping
Source
Corrected Model
Intercept
FAC1_1
FAC3_1
FAC2_1
FAC4_1
Academic Group
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Type III Sum of Squares
33309084.013
118885132.279
18217075.854
3877347.994
4093068.440
6099846.075
26094.257
5776024.871
174400302.181
39085108.884

df
6
1
1
1
1
1
2
120
127
126

Mean Square
555154.002
118885132.279
18217075.854
3877347.994
4093068.440
6099846.075
13047.129
48133.541

F
115.336
2469.902
378.469
80.554
85.036
126.728
0.271

R2 = 0.852 (Adjusted R Squared = 0.845)
Dependent Variable: Total Expenses

academic groupings. Table 4.10 shows direct and recurring expenditures for academic
classification.
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Sig
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.763

Academic Classification
Examination of academic classification consists of two divisions: 1. graduate; 2.
undergraduate students. ANCOVA by graduate-undergraduate group was performed on the four
components determined using SPSS principal component analysis with total expense used as the
Table 4.10
Direct and Recurring Expenditures Comparison of Cateories by Academic Group
Academic Group
2
3
Mean
Categories
Housing Rental
468
404
395
Groceries/Food
261
196
220
Telephone Expense
54
51
44
Books, School
47
37
32
Supplies Jewelry
Clothing,
50
54
47
Insurance (Health,
13
10
11
Auto) Expenses
Medical
17
25
23
Dining Out
69
98
78
Spouse Education
93
17
15
Transportation (Taxi,
1
1
1
etc.)
Personal
Auto
61
79
52
Entertainment
21
28
27
Miscellaneous
23
32
23
Utilities
31
45
24
Personal Services
23
25
18
Government
7
4
5
Children Education
13
25
14
Vehicle
54
58
42
Furniture / Appliances
17
11
10
Electronics (TV, etc.)
14
13
14
Computer
19
24
16
Mean Total
1,354
1,237
1,111
N
47
24
59
Note: Academic Groups are identified as: 1) Classroom Based;
2) Laboratory Based; 3) Professional Science.
1

Total
423
230
49
38
49
11
21
78
44
1
60
25
25
31
21
6
16
49
13
14
19
1,223
130

dependent variable. Analysis methodology was limited by degrees of freedom with the limited
number of groups and preventing use of pairwise comparisons used with regions. SPSS tests of
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between-subjects effects resulted in academic classification affect on the models being found not
significant at the .10 level as shown on Table 4.11. Whatever the difference in components, the
difference is not attributable to academic classification. Using total expenses as the dependent
value, tests between-subjects effects produced results of no significance by academic
classification.
As there was not enough measurable difference to generate separate evaluation of
expense data by academic classification, the data was used as a single means measure including
all academic groupings. Table 4.12 shows direct and recurring expenditures by academic
classification affecting variation in the international student expense component analysis to
determine components most model.

Table 4.11
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects Academic Classification
Source

Type III Sum of
Squares
df
Mean Square
Corrected
33360793.956
5
6672158.791
Model
Intercept
92748659.761
1
92748659.761
FAC1_1
18165649.579
1
18165649.579
FAC3_1
4186778.357
1
4186778.357
FAC2_1
4074866.864
1
4074866.864
FAC4_1
6292770.563
1
6292770.563
GRUNDR
77804.200
1
77804.200
Error
5724314.928
121
47308.388
Total
174400302.181
127
Corrected
39085108.884
126
Total
a.
R Squared = .854 (Adjusted R Squared = .847)
Dependent Variable:Total_Expenses
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F
141.035
1960.512
383.984
88.500
86.134
133.016
1.645

Sig.
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.202

Table 4.12
Direct and Recurring Expenditures Comparison of Categories by Academic
Classification

Categories
Housing Rental
Groceries/Food
Telephone Expense
Books, School Supplies
Clothing, Jewelry
Insurance (Health, Auto)
Medical Expenses
Dining Out
Spouse Education
Transportation (Taxi, etc.)
Personal Auto
Entertainment
Miscellaneous
Utilities
Personal Services
Government
Children Education
Vehicle
Furniture / Appliances
Electronics (TV, etc)
Computer

Academic Classification
1
2
Mean
399
235
48
26
48
11
25
66
58
0
64
23
26
29
20
6
21 52
14
13
21

Total
498
215
50
76
53
13
8
116
0
3
47
32
22
36
25
4
42
8
16
11

Mean Total
1205
1275
N
98
32
Note: Academic Classifications as follows: 1) Graduate; 2) Undergraduate.

423
230
49
38
49
11
21
78
44
1
60
25
25
31
21
6
16
49
13
14
19
1223
130

Regression Analysis Summary
Mixed Model Analysis and ANCOVA was used for comparison of data of unequal
number of observations. Results of the analysis to determine if models differed significantly
when compared by region, academic grouping, and classification was that in none of the
comparison tests did analysis show significant impact of the different categories within the
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groups examined. In that no significant differences were determined to occur in the examined
groups, a single model was generated for the component regression model of this study.
Indirect Non-Educational Expenditures
Estimates of direct and periodic expenditures were based on expenditures incurred
directly by the international student reporting his/her expense on the survey questionnaire.
Indirect non-educational expenditures reflect expenses incurred by visitors, friends and the host
international student. Expenses included in this category are ones which typically impact the
local economy less than directly incurred expenses. Items included in this grouping include
airfare related to projected duration of stay, travel by the subject international student, both local
and national in nature and spending by visitors and friends associated with the international
student. Table 4.13 provides the estimated result of the questionnaire responses to expenditures
related to indirect costs.
The depth interview related to the indirect expenditure category exposed the greatest
difference between original responses and the follow-up one-on-one interview. The respondents
had omitted projected expenditures rather than hypothesize the unknown. The depth interview
exposed that they felt an inability to be accurate and therefore omitted their response rather than

Table 4.13
Average Estimate of Indirect Annual Expenditures
Indirect Expenditures
US Travel and Touring
Visitors Travel
Airfare
Total Annual Indirect Expenditures

Monthly $
31
71
63
165

Annual $
374
850
759
1,983

enter an answer of which they were unsure. This general omission of a response may provide
that the overall average for this category is underestimated.
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Airline Travel for the International Student
Airfare travel is an important expense for the university student as most students use this
means of transportation to arrive at the university attended and to return to their native homeland.
As air travel is an irregular expense, determination of the average per month expense was
obtained by using the total known and projected expense divided by the estimated length of stay
of the international student calculated on a per month basis. The average annual airfare for the
students participating in this study was $759. Many of these students only reported the expense
of one roundtrip ticket from and to their home country. The depth interview exposed that many
students did not have the resources to make additional trips, while others with economic means
made multiple trips home or to tourist destinations. This observation was supported with the
median average per year value of $500 per year or about one-fourth the value of a ticket to many
of the home destinations after a 57 month education stay.
U.S. Travel and Touring
Long term exposure with international students and confirmation through the Wisconsin
study provided the premise that international students were interested in touring within the host
country. Funk (2001) indicated that international students often traveled to major U.S. tourist
destinations during holidays and over the final summer semester which may have occurred in the
final available time of their visa, or during the departure grace period allowed by visa regulations
after completion of their degree. Discussions with students indicated that while many made day
trips or trips where they somewhere to stay, few were able to make long trips due to expense.
The estimated average annual amount spent by international students traveling in the U.S. was
$374, notably less than the $1403 reported in the Wisconsin study (Funk, 2001). The post
survey depth interview did show this category was likely under reported as there was a tendency
to omit projected future expenditures.
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Visitors Expenses
Visitors to host international students generally involved lengthy stays by a few visitors
of friends and family over the period of study by the international student. The average number
of days that visitors were hosted by the surveyed students in the US was 55 or 12 days annually.
International students participating in the study reported 3.4 guest visits during their period of
stay. While a few students had many visitors, the median number of visitors was 2 and 27% of
those surveyed expected no visitors during their period of study.
Visitors seemed to consist of some short time visits and long term visits by family,
thereby impacting the regional economic with their direct expenditures on goods, dining and
consumables. While some visitors made major U.S. travel trips, depth interviews indicted that
most of their visitors remained in easy driving distance of the hosts lodging and if trips were
typically group trips where costs were shared. Visitor‘s expenditures while visiting the
international student were estimated to average $1,983 over the estimated academic attendance
of the student host.
Post-Survey Depth Interviews
Eight of the 130 international students participating in the survey participated in a depth
Table 4.14
Comparison of survey versus depth interview findings
Direct expenditure categories

17

Number overestimated in survey vs depth interview

8

Number underestimated in survey vs depth
interview

9

Indirect expenditure categories

3

Number overestimated in survey vs depth interview

0

Number underestimated in survey vs depth
interview

3
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interview which generally took less than one hour. All of these participants were re-asked the
questions, with particular attention on the quantitative questions dealing with expenditures. The
object of the depth interview was to provide a review of the responses and determine adjustments
the respondent would make in their answers to more accurately reflect their actual estimate of
expenses. Table 4.14 shows responses from the depth interviews.
Four of the 21 direct expense categories were overestimated and 17 were underestimated
when compared to the original questionnaire to the depth interviews. Depth interviews
participants responses indicated that of the three categories of indirect expenditures, all were
underestimated.
Differences in depth interviews from the original answers in estimated direct costs
showed both positive and negative comparative results, but as a cumulative difference the
amount of difference amount of the original interviews was 10.5% less than calculated for the
depth interviews as displayed in Table 4.15. The amount of total estimated difference for
indirect expenses was 45.1%, showing a substantial underestimate of indirect expenses. This
result was reflective of the international students‘ tendency to not respond on questions related to
projected estimates of these indirect expenses as participants felt they could not accurately
estimate these figures.
The small difference of 5.7% from the original estimate of direct monthly/recurring
expenses implies that the international students responding to the questionnaire have a good
overall grasp of their ongoing expenditures. Table 4.15 displays notable differences in the
original reported expenses and the results of the depth interviews. This table is a presentation of
results that varied from the original entry by more than 10%. Notably, the top three expenses,
housing, groceries/food and books are omitted. These three expenses represented 66% of total
direct monthly/recurring direct expenses for both the original survey data and depth interview.
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Depth interviews were intended to have the participant take a closer look at expenditures with
limited guidance to have the international student re-evaluate their responses. A comparison of
other expenses incurred is reviewed in the following text. Insurance was reduced in the depth
interview as participants indicated they had overestimated their share of the health insurance as

Table 4.15
Percentage of Under- and Over-estimation in participant survey versus depth interview
methods (>10%)
% Difference comparing
questionnaire to depth
responses

Category of Expenditure
Direct Monthly / Recurring
Retail Items
Utilities
Personal Services (Laundry, legal, health, etc.)
Government (Parking, licenses, etc.)
Medical
Other Retail
Cumulative difference of direct monthly/recurring expenses

-30.0%
-30.0%
19.0%
18.5%
105.0%
58.8%
5.7%

One Time or Periodic Expenditures
Vehicle Purchases
Furniture or appliances
Electronics
Computer
Cumulative difference of one-time or periodic expenditures

11.6%
26.9%
50.4%
35.3%
21.5%

Indirect Expenditures
US travel and touring
Visitors
International Airfare
Cumulative indirect expenditures

75.2%
64.0%
19.0%
45.1%

Cumulative difference of direct expenditures
Cumulative difference of all reported expenditures

6.6%
10.5%
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many of the participants indicated the university assistantships and scholarships picked up a
percentage of the expense.
Dining out was found to be underestimated as students tended to not consider fast food or
quick meals in their estimate of dining out. Transportation expenses were found to be
underestimated with the participant not considering auto maintenance and servicing in their
original estimate. Original estimates of entertainment were underestimated as rentals of videos /
games and sport events were under- reported or sometimes reported in the retail.
The interaction and cross over with personal services led to over-reporting in the retail
items category. Medical expenses that were not prescriptive and deductible expenses were
reflected in the underestimation of expenses, but the total expended in this category the medical
item category was a small expense category. Other retail was an under-reported category as
participants tended to omit gifts and purchases of household goods.
Collectively, the depth interview showed all direct and indirect expenses were 10.5%
above the mean of questionnaires completed by international students attending Louisiana State
University-Baton Rouge. Removing indirect expenses which were shown to be less accurately
reported, all direct cumulatively were shown as being under reported by 6.6%. Review of
monthly and recurring expenses indicated that study participants underestimated this category by
5.7%. The difference in values for these categories all reflected from a more intense interview,
participants increased their interest to project intent to purchase additional components of goods
and services.
One-time expense estimates for furniture was calculated to be 26.9% less than
responses obtained in the depth interview, electronics were calculated as 50.4% less than the
depth interview and computer related expenses were calculated as 35.3% less than the depth
interview. When combined with the larger values reported for vehicle expenses, the collective
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average for the non-monthly periodic expenditures was calculated as a 21.5% under reported
estimate. The collective difference for all direct expenditures was calculated as 6.6% within the
originally reported values.
Indirect expenses were calculated to be underestimated by 45%. When survey data was
compared to the depth interview, result of under reporting reflected the estimated economic
impact related to tourism and visitors to be greater than reported which the international student
has no control. Students had less accuracy over these estimated projections and were less
confident that some of these expenses actually occur. Airfare expenses incurred by the student
were found to fall within 19% of the original estimate. U.S. travel and touring by the
international student was calculated as 75% less than the depth reported response and visitors
expenses were calculated as 64% less than the depth reported response. The collective
difference from the originally reported value was 45.1%. Depth interviews difference for
indirect expenses indicated the impact of the noted expenses was greater than reported, providing
projections in the reported results may be somewhat conservative in nature.
Collectively, the difference in estimated expenditures in the original questionnaire and
the depth interview was 10.5%. Subsequently the study used the estimates from the originally
reported questionnaire. A detailed presentation of expenditures is shown in Table 4.16. This
study used data generated from questionnaires without adjustment, as model comparison of the
data interpreted as most accurate provided a form of data splitting in three different method
categories did not indicate any significant impact of the variable being examined. Additionally,
depth interview findings showed limited difference in results from questionnaire data, while
providing a conservative, margin of error for data interpretation. Model validation was provided
through the triangulation of the three methods indicated previously that limited difference from
interview findings was measured, allowing use of survey questionnaire values obtained.

94

Non-Educational Expenditure Summary.
The data provided by the international students participating in this study showed the
estimated non-educational direct expenditures total as $1,223 per month, or $14,676 annually.
The categories calculated as providing the highest impact of expenditures were from the
categories of housing, food, dining out and personal auto. Total direct recurring expenditures
represented $1,128 or $13,536 annually, of the direct expenditures. One-time or periodic
expenditures averaged $95 per month, or $1,140 annually. Direct expenditures represent the
expenditures most likely to impact the university community where the international student
attending school.
Direct expenditures alone underestimate the economic impact of international students to
the university community. Additional expenditures impacting the university community and the
beyond the local region include indirect spending within the categories of US travel and touring,
visitors travel and airfare.
Total direct and indirect expenditures in Table 4.16 reflect an estimated impact of $1388
monthly. Total direct and non-direct non-educational expenditures incurred by the international
students at Louisiana State University–Baton Rouge averaged $16,656 annually, not considering
any economic multiplier or any other adjustments.
Comparison of International Student Data To US Household
The average direct expenditures of international students participating in this study at Louisiana
State University – Baton Rouge were $1,223 per month and $14,676 annually. Table 4.17
provides a comparison of international student‘s monthly average expenditures compared to the
reported expenditure data for 2008 from the US Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics
(2008) on average expenditures of comparative citizen groupings, including US, and to compare
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to an age appropriate group, US household average expenditures of comparative citizen
groupings average expenditures of comparative citizen groupings, in the US, and to compare to
Table 4.16
LSU-BR All International Student Non-Educational Expenditures 2008-2009
Monthly
Non-Educational Expenditure Categories
$
Direct Monthly or Recurring
Housing Rental
423
Groceries / Food
230
Dining Out
78
Personal Auto
60
Books, School Supplies
38
Utilities
31
Telephone
49
Clothing, Jewelry
49
Spouse Education
44
Medical Expenses
21
Insurance (Health, auto, other)
11
Children‘s Education
16
Entertainment (Theaters, video, sports, etc.)
25
Miscellaneous Household
25
Personal Services
21
Government (Parking, licenses, etc.)
6

Annual

1

$
5,076
2,760
936
720
456
372
588
588
528
252
132
192
300
300
252
72
12

Total direct Recurring Expenditures
One-time or Periodic Expenditures
Vehicle
Furniture / Appliances
Electronics (TV, Camera, Cell Phones, etc)
Computer (Printer and other accessories)

1,128

13,536

49
13
14
19

588
156
168
228

Total One-time or Periodic Expenditures
Total Direct Expenditures
Indirect Expenditures
US Travel and Touring
Visitors Travel
Airfare
Total Annual Indirect Expenditures

95
1,223

1140
14,676

31
71
63
165

372
852
756
1,980

Total Annual Expenditures

1,388

16,656

Transportation (Taxi, bus, auto maintenance)
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an age appropriate group, US household under age 25. Expenditure data was adjusted to reflect
price index to adjust from 2008 to 2009 dollars by adjusting the consumer expenditure survey.
Comparison of international student participants showed student spending as 69.1% of US
households under age 25 and 53.6% of the average US household.
Table 4.17
Comparison of International Student and US Monthly Expenditures
Monthly
Expenditures
$
2,280
1,223
1,768

Demographic Group
Average US Household
International Students
US Household under age 25

Intl Avg.
as % of US
Household
53.6%
69.1%

US Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics(2008)

Two international expense categories exceeded both average US consumers and US
consumers under 25, Housing rental and Books, school supplies. These expenses were the only
categories which exceeded US households. International students also outspent the US
consumers under 25 in the categories of groceries/food, public transportation, entertainment and
miscellaneous. International expenditures represented 69% of US consumers under 25 and 54%
of all US consumers.
Budget Comparison between Survey and LSU Student Estimates
The study data of average international student direct expenditures shows the direct
expenditures to be less than the US averages for the general US population. When the
expenditures are compared to estimated expenses by the 2008 financial information provided by
the LSU Office of Budget and Planning (2010), the estimated international students results
($14,676) based on survey data exceed the average LSU estimated living expenses of the average
LSU student ($12,232). The LSU International Services Office indicated the estimated direct
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costs for students ranged from 410,000 - $12,000).
Table 4.19 displays a comparison of the estimated LSU budget needs compared to the
results of the international student survey data. The LSU Summer Fall estimated budget was not
provided in the detail as the survey obtained data, as it was generated to provide guidelines. The
LSU budget identified only housing, books, transportation and other expenses.
Table 4.19 includes only direct expenses, as the budgets did not provide for those
international expenses that included indirect expenditures incurred by the international student
and his or her friends and families. The inclusion of indirect expenses of $165 per month, $1980
annually brought the total expenses of direct and indirect expenses to $16,656 annually.
Chapter Summary
The sample information provided by international students attending Louisiana State
University – Baton Rouge yielded 130 usable questionnaires providing information on the noneducational expenditures related to their attending the university. The average direct noneducational monthly expenditure was $1,223 for international students attending Louisiana State
University – Baton Rouge. Direct monthly/recurring monthly expenses represented $1128 of
total expenditures. Direct one-time or periodic expenditures represented $95 of total
expenditures. The estimated monthly indirect expenditures represented $165 of the international
student‘s total expenditures. Total monthly non-educational direct and indirect related
expenditures for international students attending Louisiana State University – Baton Rouge
totaled $1388 monthly, $16,656 annually.
Louisiana State University – Baton Rouge international student direct expenditures
amounted to 20% greater than the Louisiana State University Student budget. International
students direct expenses amounted to 54% of the US average monthly household expenses and
69% of US average monthly household expenses under age 25.
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Table 4.18
Comparison of Average International Student, US and US under age 25 Monthly Expenditures

Monthly Expenditure Categories
Housing rental
Groceries / Food
Tobacco Products
Telephone
Books, school supplies
Clothing, jewelry, accessories
Insurance (Health, auto, other)
Medical Expenses
Dining/Drinking out
Spouse‘s education
Public Transportation (taxis, bus)
Personal vehicle expenditures
Entertainment (Theatres, video sports, etc)
Retail Items (Household, gifts, hardware,
etc)
Household operations
Utilities
Personal Services (Laundry, legal, health)
Government (Parking, traffic, licenses,
etc)
Children‘s education
Miscellaneous
Cash contribution
Vehicle purchases
Furniture or appliances
Electronics (TV, cameras, DVD, etc)
Computer (Printer fax, modem, etc)
Total Direct Expenditures

US
Int'l
under 25
Expenses US Avg
Avg
Dollars
Dollars Dollars
423
227
412
230
312
194
26
21
49
94
61
38
10
4
49
150
113
11
99
68
21
61
12
78
225
176
44
1
43
19
60
226
164
25
51
23

Int'l %
of US
Avg
186
74
0
52
380
33
11
34
35

Int'l %
of US
under
age 25
103
119
0
80
950
43
16
175
44

2
27
49

5
37
109

31
21

70
83
157
51

23
27
79
31

0
0
20
41

0
0
39
68

5
16
25

87
70

141
23

18
36

11
109

49
13
14
19

110
42
86

93
28
57

45
31
16

53
46
25

1222

2280

1769

54

69
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Table 4.19
Comparison of International Spending to Benchmark International Services
Student Benchmark Budget
Monthly
Annual
LSU
LSU
Monthly Expenditure
Student
Int'l
Student
Int'l
Categories
Budget *
Average
Budget*
Average
Housing rental
418
423
5,010
5,076
Groceries / Food
230
2,764
Telephone
49
584
Books, school supplies
125
39
1,500
464
Clothing, jewelry,
accessories
49
590
Insurance (Health, auto,
other)
12
138
Medical expenses
21
255
Dining/Drinking out
78
941
Spouse‘s education
44
523
Transportation (taxis,
bus)
227
1
2,722
12
Other vehicle expenses
60
719
Entertainment (Theatres,
video sports, etc)
25
302
Retail Items (Household,
gifts, hardware, etc)
250
25
3,000
297
Utilities
31
366
Personal Services
(Laundry, legal, health)
21
254
Government (Parking,
traffic, licenses, etc)
5
60
Children‘s education
16
189
Vehicle purchases
49
588
Furniture or appliances
13
153
Electronics (TV,
cameras, DVD, etc)
14
165
Computer (Printer fax,
modem, etc)
19
226
Total Direct
Expenditures
1,020
1,223
12,232
14,676
Note. (-) dash marks in expenditure columns indicate that $0 in monthly
expenses was allocated to the corresponding expenditure category. * LSU
Benchmark Housing Rental includes "Board" of 15 meals per week and
transportation includes "Transportation & Other" expenses. Louisiana State
University Office of Budget and Planning, Trend Data: General Information
Tuition, and Fees, August 4, 2009.
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CHAPTER FIVE

ECONOMIC IMPACT MODEL

Chapter five provides a completion of the international student economic impact model
(ISEIM) using data from Louisiana State University – Baton Rouge to provide a comparative
result to the previous Wisconsin Study by Funk (2001). The model serves to provide a total
analysis of educational, non-educational and other contributing factors associated with the
attendance of international students at a U.S. university.
This section provides a complete review of revenue and cost related to completion of a
cost or benefit analysis of international students attending a institution of higher education. The
detail of information included in this section provides a site specific analysis including noneducational expenditures in the previous chapter allowing detail not available in an overview
study. This chapter uses the ISEIM model to provide a completion and review of the model for
comparison to the previous study and to the NAFSA / IEE calculation of international student
economic impact to a institution of higher education and host city of Baton Rouge, Louisiana.
The Wisconsin model‘s purpose was to build an assessment method and formula‘s
applicable to any university setting using data from the sample institution to illustrate how a
selected institution would progress in the assessment of cost or benefit of a campus and local
economy (Funk, 2001). Tables were amended in this study compared to the Wisconsin study to
reflect available data from the LSU reports. In essence, this study provides a less dispersed
breakdown of data where the model provides a report of the analysis of an international student
attending Louisiana State University – Baton Rouge.
Separation of financial awards were acknowledged for undergraduates and graduate
students, but a separation of tuition revenue did not differ as LSU does not assign different
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tuition charges by student classification (grad/undergrad), nor by curriculum for the period under
review. The previous chapter evaluation was used to determine differences in non-educational
expenditures by region, academic classification and academic grouping. As no significant
difference was determined between the selected grouping, the need further model separation was
not supported.
To obtain continuity of presentation data, tables and chapter format of the Wisconsin
ISEIM was maintained for model completion and comparison of results. The model used in this
study was developed by David Funk (2001) and was ―designed to allow modification with more
refined, elaborate or less complicated conservative estimates‖. Appendix 5.1 provides a
complete summary of the ISEIM model. The information used in the ISEIM model was adjusted
to reflect 2009 dollars adjusted using the US Department of Labor Bureau of Labor Statistics
Consumer Price Index (2011a). Appendix 5.2 provides a summary of the Consumer Price Index
(CPI).
Funk(2001) identified that out-of state tuition is an accurate account of the full cost of
enrollment (National Association of Foreign Student Advisors, 2011) and focus of noneducational expenditures to determine economic impact estimates.
Funk (2001) indicated that commercially available impact assessment tools are not
designed to account for the international student subpopulation within an economy as a more
precise measure is accomplished using focused cost and expenditure adjustments. The following
analysis is heavily based on Funk‘s ISEIM model developed to estimate the impact of
international students on a university and the affected community. Funk indicated the model was
developed to be adaptable to other university impact studies.
The ISEIM includes academic related costs, omitting athletics, that include direct and
indirect costs of enrollment, estimated administrative, cost of capital, educational revenue,
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student financial support, direct and indirect non-educational expenditures to provide an
estimated full time international student economic impact to the university community. All
international students, as a condition of receiving an F-1 student visa, are required to be enrolled
full time and no adjustments for non-full time students (U.S. Department of State, 2011).
Direct and Indirect Costs of Enrollment
Instruction (includes instructor salaries), student services and academic costs are included
direct costs related to enrollment of both residents and non-residents. The physical plant,
instructional, and fringe benefits cost comprise the expenses classified as indirect cost of
enrollment. The LSU Budget and Planning Office (2011) advised reports for departments and
colleges do not separate differences in cost of enrollment of undergraduate and graduate students
therefore costs of enrollment represent pooled data shown in Table 5.1.
The general categories of enrollment direct costs, including student services and
academic support are incurred by students regardless of the amount the student uses the facilities
or services provided by the university. Student services expenses often include administrative,
library, computer services, international services office and student organizational support costs.
Academic support included expenditures that provide for tutoring, supplemental instruction and
other resources designed to aid in succeeding in coursework (LSU Student Life & Enrollment Center for Academic Success, 2011). The indirect costs represent hidden costs including physical
plant and instructional support and includes infrastructure repair, maintenance, building
depreciation. Indirect fringe benefit costs for LSU are included in the direct cost of instruction
category by LSU Budget and Planning.
Calculations for average cost per student presented in Table 5.1 were calculated by using
actual trend data provided by LSU Budget and Planning (2011) and divided by the total number

103

of LSU students attending LSU as reported for Fall of 2008. Additional adjustments may be
made for the change of students by semester to more accurately determine results. Data was
reported without adjustments for different major representation as tables available do not provide
that level of detail for all the components of the model. With all the above information
considered, the average cost per student attending LSU Baton Rouge was calculated to be
$13,856.

Table 5.1
Cost of Enrollment by Category
28194
Average Cost
Per Student

Cost Category
Direct Costs of Enrollment
Instruction
Student Services
Academic Support
Indirect Costs of Enrollment
Physical Plant
Institutional Support
Fringe Benefits*
Total Costs of Enrollment

$8,009
$2,220
$556
$2,063
$1,008
$13,856

LSU Note. Budget and Planning - Trend Data: Finances, Actual, Total Educational
and General Expenditures by Function, Louisiana State University. Estimates based
on FTE students, where undergraduate is 15 hours and graduate is 9 hours. *Included
in instruction.
Costs Related To Field Of Study
Funk (2001) reported that ―Tuition pricing is almost exclusively set by the institution
irrespective of differing costs between disciplines‖. Louisiana institutions of higher education set
the student tuition within approved limits established by the Louisiana state Joint Legislative
Committee on Budget. Pricing for FY 2008-09 did not differ by discipline or academic
classification, though student fees did vary for graduate students depending on scheduled hours,
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as a full time graduate student would pay the same as an undergraduate if the graduate student
elected to take the undergraduate level of courses at 15 hours. A graduate student taking less the
typical 9 hours (minimum for full-time) paid slightly lower fees.
Cost of instruction data for the top ten curriculums participated in by international
students was available and used to estimate the international students difference from the
average instruction cost of $8009 (LSU Budget and Planning Office, 2011). Average costs were
calculated by dividing total instruction cost of the selected courses was divided by the number of
students (undergraduate and graduate) majoring in the curriculums.
Table 5.2 presents the number and percent of total international student‘s major field of
study and the percent of difference of instructional cost per student majoring in a given
curriculum.. International students participating in the top ten major fields of study represented
40.7 percent of all international students attending LSU Baton Rouge. Funk (2001) reported
specific courses have cost of instruction higher than the average, but students semester
coursework includes other courses in lower cost some curriculums, such as math and music
which were included in the top ten for international students at LSU Baton Rouge, also include
core curriculum that was mandatory for many students not majoring in the department, but
impact the primary expense of instruction to inflate the difference in cost of instruction in a field
of study.
Though the instructional expenses in the top majors of study vary unexpectedly in areas
of study that would be expected to be more costly and less costly, the cumulative total instruction
costs for these curriculums are 24.2% higher than the average of all curriculums. The use of a
field of cost adjustment was determined necessary to reflect international students.
Though the instructional expenses in the top majors of study vary unexpectedly in areas
of study that would be expected to be more costly and less costly, the cumulative total instruction
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costs for these curriculums are 24.2% higher than the average of all curriculums. The use of a
field of cost adjustment was determined necessary to reflect international students
overrepresentation in higher cost fields of study (Funk, 2001). Funk found that undergraduate
students cost adjustment was less than, but still above average, for graduate students and an
average across academic classifications of the top ten fields of study by international students
was 15%. Data available for this study did not separate curriculum costs by academic
classification and a calculation for cost adjustment for all fields of study by international students
was beyond the scope of this study.

Table 5.2
International Students by Cost of Instruction by Major Field of Study

No. of Int'l
Students in
Curriculum
86
85
84
65
59
56
50
44
44
42

% of
International
Percent Difference
Total
from Avg. Cost
5.7%
22.6%
5.6%
-33.2%
5.6%
164.1%
4.3%
-23.4%
3.9%
-9.3%
3.7%
-51.2%
3.3%
-14.9%
2.9%
376.4%
2.9%
146.1%
2.8%
-14.5%

Major Field of Study
Electrical Engineering
Mechanical Engineering
Chemistry
Civil Engineering
Chemical Engineering
Petroleum Engineering
Biological Sciences
Mathematics
Music
Accounting
Average for Top 10
International Fields of Study
615
40.7%
24.2%
Source of Data: Louisiana State University Baton Rouge, Budget & Planning (2011)

The field of study cost adjustment for cost of instruction of international students
attending Louisiana State University Baton Rouge is displayed in Table 5.3. The adjustment for
the 24.2% adjustment for field of study for overrepresentation in higher cost of fields of study
was calculated to be a $2,475 increase for international students.
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Table 5.3
Field of Study Costs Adjustments
Cost and Adjustment Categories
Costs of Instruction

Average

Instruction
Academic Support
Percent Adjustment for Field of Study Cost
Difference
Additional Assessment for Field of Study Cost
Difference

$8,009
$2,220
24%
$2,475

Administrative Costs Related to Student Support Services
Student support service cost, included in the cost of enrollment, provide benefit
assistance related to tutoring, academic advising, graduate admissions, financial aid, career
decisions, workshops and community activities. International students have additional support
provided through the International Services Office and International Hospitality Foundation
(partially institutionally supported). Services provided include expanded orientation services, tax
assistance, cultural activities oriented to assist in cultural adjustment and to provide an
opportunity to interact not only with other international students, but also domestic students.
Administrative costs for international students cost per student were calculated by
dividing the international services budget by the total number of international students attending
LSU Baton Rouge. Table 5.4 displays the average cost per international student as $335, based
on the 1511 international students served by international student services.
Capital Costs
The capital cost data reflects foregone interest and depreciation related to buildings, land
and equipment. Funk (2001) indicated the cost and benefit analysis are often not assessed to
non-resident students, including international students. Those analysts who do consider capital
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a valid costs to include in an overall assessment of costs. The argument against inclusion is that
the international student attendance constitutes a relatively small representation of the total
enrollment and the marginal adjustment related to existing improvements does not merit a capital
cost recovery and cost would not have been saved if foreign students were not in attendance.
Table 5.4
LSU Administrative Costs for International Student Services, 2008-2009
Item
Ref. Educational Costs, Revenue
Annual International Student Services
J
Budget

Annual

.

Calculation
Reference

506,492

K

Total Number of International Students
Annual International Student Costs per
Student
Source: LSU Budget & Planning (2011)

1,511
335

(J/K)

Louisiana State University Accounting Services (Louisiana State University Accounting
Services, 2009) equation for the cost of capital was determined by depreciating the book value
of buildings and improvements, not previously depreciated out, by a factor of 1/40 (2.5%).

The

depreciation value provided by LSU Accounting Services(2011) for buildings and improvements
amounted to $15,904,736 for 2008-09. The FY 2008-09 per student cost of capital used for this
study was calculated as $564.
Tax Exemption Impact
Tax exemption of state buildings of the university represents tax payments not received
that would be incurred by the private sector. This indirect cost is calculated by multiplication of
campus land and buildings by the regional tax rate calculated on a per student basis to determine
cost savings due to tax exempt status. Moody‘s Economy.com reported the average property tax
rate for Louisiana as 1.02% (The New York Times, 2007). As displayed in Table 5.5, the FY
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2008-09 cost savings per student for Louisiana State University was calculated as $292.
Table 5.5
LSU Annual Cost Saving Due to Tax Exempt Status
Item
Ref.
M
Mb
Q
O

and Adjustment Categories
Book Value of University Buildings
Book Value of University Buildings Depreciated
Property Tax Rate
Total Number of Annual Facilities Users
Annual Average Cost Savings due to Tax Exempt
Status

Calculation
Reference
$806,109,411
$636,189,440
1.02%
28,194
$292

(M*Q)/O)

Note. State-by-State Property-Tax Rates, Moody's Economy.com (New York Times
Business); LSU Accounting Services (2011).
`
Marginal Costs
Funk (2001) stated, ―Ultimately marginal cost is the single most critical variable related
to assessment of international student‘s educational-related economic cost or benefit.‖ Funk
further indicated that international students have allowed for efficient utilization of institutional
capacity when domestic enrollment declined. Marginal difference in cost when an institution is
at full capacity is minimal, but allows for efficient use of institutional fixed capacity and may
even sustain programs during domestic absence. The international student economic impact
model incorporates a marginal cost adjustment based on two-thirds of all costs of enrollment to
demark the importance of international student enrollment at the institutional enrollment level.
The estimate of marginal cost reduction for international students attending Louisiana State
University of Baton Rouge was calculated as $3,939, as shown on Table 5.6. The marginal cost
calculation incorporating instruction, physical plant, cost of capital and tax exemption was
designated as a ―highly conservative figure applicable to Research I universities with a high
percent of fixed costs and mature enrollment management,‖ (Funk, 2001).
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Table 5.6
Marginal Cost of Adjustment - LSU International Students
Item
Ref.
A
D

Cost and Adjustment Categories
Instruction
Physical Plant

Average
$8,009
$2,063

Calculation
Reference

F
P

Fringe Benefits
Assessment for Annual User Cost of Capital

0
$564 (M*N)/O

R
S

Adj for Cost due to Tax Exempt Status
Marginal Cost Adjustment

$292 (M*Q)/O
-33%

T

Marginal Cost Reduction

0 (3,939)

(A+D+F+P+R)*S

International Student Education-Related Revenue
Education related revenue is calculated for international students using tuition, fee
payments, and adjustments for institutional financial aid and tuition remissions as related to cost
of enrollment. Financial aid in this model includes institutional support as a measurable factor
within university records and policy. Special user fees have been omitted as Funk (2001)
indicated the impact of these fees were considered negligible and the intent of this part of this
study was to provide a comparative measure to previous research modeling .
Tuition and Fees
Tuition at LSU Baton Rouge was not different for non-resident and out-of state students,
though there was a non-resident student fee. Tuition for full time undergraduate and graduate
students differed modestly for FY 2008-09, though changes have occurred recently that may
affect outcome of follow-up studies. Non-resident tuition and fees assigned by LSU Baton Rouge
for the FY 2008-09 were $13,810 for full time undergraduates enrolled for 15 hours and graduate
students were $13,586 hours enrolled for 9 hours. These rates were used for this study. Rates
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would vary for fees depending on the hours taken and a graduate student enrolled for 15 hours
would be responsible for the same fees as full-time undergraduate. Tuition levels for nonresident international students reflected near 100% of costs of enrollment for undergraduate and
near 98% for graduate student as displayed in Table 5.7.

Table 5.7
Non-resident Tuition as a Percentage of Costs of Enrollment, LSU 2008-2009
Item
Ref.
G
Y

Cost and Adjustment Categories
Total Cost of Enrollment
Non-Resident Tuition & Fees
Tuition and Fees as % of Cost and
Enrollment
Source: LSU Budget & Planning(2011)

Undergraduate
$13,856
$13,810

Graduate
$13,856
$13,586

99.67%

98.05%

Adjustments for Institutional Aid
Institutional support for international students for undergraduate and graduate levels of
enrollment were obtained from Louisiana State University Budget and Planning(2011) providing
reports identifying total scholarships awarded to international students and the average
assistantship and number of assistantships awarded. Method and depth of reporting varies from
one institution to another. As not all award figures are available, this study used best available
reported figures.
Adhering to the structure of the ISEIM model developed by Funk(2001) , the labor
market approach to valuation of assistantships in relation to prevailing market conditions to
provide an estimate of over or under valuation on a per hour basis. Assistantships typically,
though not always, provides a one-half of full time employment (20 hours) during fall and spring
semesters over 39 weeks and were the figures used by this study for evaluation. It was
recognized that some departments within the institution varied from the above assignment of
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values, but appointments of a lower assigned participation were the exception. The average
nine-month award package was calculated as $26,350 including tuition, $14,410 stipend and
insurance coverage (AppendixTable5.4). Using 780 hours, the compensation on a per hour wage
basis for international students was $36.18.
Funk(2001) indicated, ―The most appropriate comparison of any university‘s package of
stipend and tuition remission is to equivalently skilled labor costs in the local market.‖ Using
this statement as a benchmark, there were multiple considerations to determine a comparative
labor costs in the local market.
The U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics (2011b) reported 2009 average annual earnings for
U.S. workers with a BS degree was $53,248, or $25.60/hour. The median income for all workers
in Louisiana was $35,507, or $18.82/hour in 2009(US Census Bureau, 2011). The median
income for ages 25 to 34 was reported by the National Center for Education Statistics(2009) for
full-time wage earners as $45,000 for 2009. Reports of median and average salaries have a wide
variance depending on the organization generating the information, sometimes with limited
samples. The NCES earnings figure which was selected for this study was based on numbers
reported by the US Department of Commerce Census Bureau.
Appendix Table 5.5 provides the calculation model providing an estimate of GA
compensation relative to compensation in an equivalent labor market for Louisiana State
University Baton Rouge graduate assistants using the format developed by Funk (2001) .
The 814 graduate assistantships awarded at LSU Baton Rouge for 2008-09 generated
$21,448,900 in total award and tuition remission compensation. Using the calculated 59.8 %
work compensation, $8,622,883 was determined total compensation. Table 5.8 displays the
calculated average institutional financial aid of the 1131 graduate students attending the
university as $7,624 for 2008-09. Undergraduate awards of amounted to $7436 beyond
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productivity and generated $1,249,248, an average of $3287 for the 380 international students.
Average net institutional financial aid for the 1511 international students attending LSU Baton
Rouge was calculated as $6,534.
Summary of Educational Cost or Benefit Assessment
The educational cost and revenue of international students attending Louisiana State
University Baton Rouge for 2008-09 was used to estimate cost or benefit. Table 5.9 displays
data and calculations used to estimate the institutional benefit or cost on a per international
student basis.
Total costs of enrollment at LSU Baton Rouge are calculated on the same basis as the
university budget and planning office does not separate cost for the different academic
classifications. Total cost of enrollment for both undergraduate and graduate international
students was calculated as $13,856. An adjustment for field of study was calculated to be 24%
to correct of overrepresentation of international students enrolled in higher cost curriculum.
Additional cost above the domestic student assessment was recognized for international
services ($335), user costs of capital ($564), and cost recovery due to usage of tax exempt
property ($292).
As a comparative, a marginal cost of 33 percent was used for adjusting applicable costs
for international students attending Louisiana State University Baton Rouge for 2008-09. Total
non-resident tuition and fees after adjustments were calculated as $13,583 for both international
undergraduate and graduate students.
As with the Funk(2001) model, ―Educational revenue for purposes of the model is
entirely represented by non-resident tuition reduced by financial support provided by
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Table 5.8
Institutional Aid per Student Adjusted for Assistantship Productivity

Item
Ref.

t

Adjustment Categories
GA Work Compensation
Percentage
Award Recipients
Avg. Award Package
Total Institutional Aid Awarded
Total Number of Graduate
Students
Avg. Institutional Aid by
Academic Level
Adj. for Assistantship
Productivity
Adj. Total Inst Aid to
International Students
Avg. Institutional Aid by
Academic Classification

u

Avg. Inst. Aid per Int'l Student

r
m
n
o
p
q
r
s

Undergraduate
Inst Awards

Graduate
GA's
Assistantship

168
$7,436
$1,249,248

59.8%
814
$26,350
21,448,900

380

1,131

$3,287

$18,965

(o/p)

0

59.8%

(k/j)

$1,249,248

$8,622,883

$3,287

$7,624

$6,534

Calculation
Reference

(m*n)

(o*(1-l))
(s/p)
(p*r)+(p*r)
/sum p

institutional sources, primarily in the form of graduate assistantship stipends and tuition
remissions.‖ Non-resident international total tuition and fees for undergraduate student and
graduate students were $13,810 and $13,586, respectively.
Average institutional support to undergraduates and graduate students from scholarships
and assistantships averaged $3,287 and $7,624, respectively, after adjustment for labor market
equivalency for GA productivity. Total net institutional cost or benefit amounted to -$3,061 for
international undergraduate students and -$7,621 for graduate students attending LSU Baton
Rouge. The average per international student institutional benefit (cost) generated by
undergraduate and graduate students for 2008-09 was calculated as -$6,474.
The total educational cost or benefit for non-resident international was calculated by
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multiplying the per student cost or benefit by the number of students attending LSU Baton Rouge.
The 380 international undergraduate student revenue shortfall of -$3,061 each totaled

Item
Ref.

Table 5.9
Summary-Education Related Economic Cost or Benefit Assessment

A
B
C
D
E
F
G
H
I
L
P
R
S
U
V
W
X
Y

t
v
w
p

Educational Costs, Revenue
and Adjustment Categories
Direct Costs of Enrollment
Instruction
Academic Support
Student Services
Indirect Costs of Enrollment
Physical Plant
Institutional Support
Fringe Benefits
Total Costs of Enrollment
Percent Adj for Field of Study Cost Difference
Assessment for Field of Study Cost Difference
Int'l Student Service Admin Cost / Stud.
Assessment for Annual User Cost of Capital
Adj. For Cost Savings Due to Tax Exempt Status
Marginal Cost Analysis
Discount Factor for Marginal Cost
Total Educational Costs per International Student
Educational Revenue
Non-Resident Tuition
Segregated Fees
College Specific Additional Fees
Total Non-Resident Tuition and Fees
Financial Support from Institutional Sources
Institutional Support from Instructional Resources
Total Education Revenue per International Student
Net Intuitional Cost or Benefit
Total Number of International Students

Average

Reference

$8,009
24%
$556
$2,063
$1,008
$0
$13,856
24%
$2,475
$335
$564
$292

(A+B)*H
(J/K)
(M*N)/O
(M*Q)/O

-33%
$13,583

Appendix
.

$11,940
$1,870
$0
$13,810
U-grad

In tuition

(V+X+W)
Grad

$3,287 $7,624
$10,523 $5,962
(X-t)
($3,061) ($7,621)
(v-U)
380
1,131
(p*w)+(p*
x
Institutional Benefit (or Cost) per Int'l Student
($6,474)
w)/sum p
Source: Trends.collegeboard.org(2011); USDA Child Cost(2011); National Center for
Education(2011)
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-$1,163,180. The 1,131 international non-resident graduate student‘s shortfall of -$7,621 each,
totaled -$8,619,351. The net summary of shortfall for international undergraduate and graduate
students after incorporating the noted costs and adjustments amounted to - $9,782,531 for the
academic year 2008-09.
Non-Educational Economic Contribution
Total economic impact of international students includes non-educational contributions
that go beyond tuition and fees received by the university these students are attending. Noneducational expenditures include direct and indirect expenditures include recurring/periodic and
one-time living expenses, expenses related to accompanying family (spouse and/or children),
travel by the international student from and return to their home country, personal travel and
expenses incurred by visitors. In addition to the expenses incurred by the international student,
financial impact occurs to the community, including public support costs for locally supported
services, state supported services, children‘s education and federal supported services.
Additional impact included in this analysis related to the value of non-returnees.
The source of data for the non-educational expenditures in this study used primary data
generated from expenditure data obtained from a sample of 130 international students attending
Louisiana State Baton Rouge during the 2008-09 academic year. Funk (2001) reported,
Accurate assessment of most non-educational economic contributions requires primary
expenditure date,‖ which is notably absent in the international education field. Estimates of
international student expenditures are typically based on domestic student spending, institutional
generated budgets or international student services estimates. Funk(2001) identified, ―An
assumption inherent within the ISEIM is that international students have inherent differences in
economic behavior and impact, which requires a model distinct from existing, domestic impact
methodology approaches,‖ and provides a purpose to examine primary analysis data to best

116

`

estimate economic impact of this sub-population of university students. Primary data obtained
and examined in Chapter 3 provides data used in the non-educational component of the ISEIM
for the following section.
Direct Non-Educational Expenditures
Direct expenditures in this study include direct and indirect expenditures
recurring/periodic and one-time living expenses. The following non-educational economic
estimates in the following are based on primary data provided by a selected sample of
participating LSU Baton Rouge international students.
Recurring Non-Educational Expenditures
Recurring expenditures include routine monthly expenditures, including such categories
as housing, groceries, transportation, utilities, medical, miscellaneous household. The average
non-educational recurring expenditures reported by the 130 international students at Louisiana
State University Baton Rouge totaled $1128. The annual total expenditure of international
students for the seventeen categories reported was $13,533, with the top three categories being
housing, groceries and dining out. Additional direct expenditures incurred by international
students are reflected with periodic or one-time expenditures.
Periodic or One-Time Non-Educational Expenditures
Periodic or one-time non-educational expenditures reported by the international student
study participants included vehicle, furniture/appliances, electronics (TV, camera, cell phones,
etc), computer (printer and other accessories. This category of expenditures amounted to $95
monthly and $1,135 annually.
Total Direct Non-Educational Expenditures
Total direct non-educational expenditures, a combination of recurring and periodic
expenditures, by international students attending Louisiana State University Baton Rouge in
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2008-09 amounted to $1,222 monthly and $14,665 annually. Direct spending provided a
measure of localized spending and Funk (2001) reported that this localized spending was subject
to a corresponding high multiplier. Additional direct non-educational expenditures addressed by
the ISEIM model include capturing financial market impact, expenditures attributed by spouse
and children and duration of stay.
Financial Market Impact
External funds by international students deposited in US bank and investment accounts
in the ―form of saving account deposits, mutual fund or stock purchases, US savings bonds,‖
increasing the domestic money supply by generating loans, dividends and interest
payments(Funk, 2001). Local information was not found available to determine a reliable value
to estimate financial holding by international students at Louisiana State University Baton
Rouge. Funk reported that financial accounts held by international students represented capital
investments and generated a capital investment that amounted that was set at $4,000 that using a
conservative 1% spread of investment returns generated $47 as an annual economic return.
Given the weak US and world economy over the last three years and no available data to
contradict the level of savings/investments for international students at LSU Baton Rouge,
no adjustment was made in the estimate of financial holdings from $4,000.
Spouse and Children Impact
Expenses related to the non-education expenses generated by dependents was not an
expense obtained though primary data collection. NAFSA (National Association of Foreign
Student Advisors) estimates the contribution to the state economy by foreign students and their
families was 25% additional expenses for a spouse and 20% additional expenses for a child as a
percent of student living expenses (2011). These estimates for non-educational expenses for
spouse and children were included as adjustments for their contributions to the student model.
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Table 5.10 displays the derived adjustment for contributions from a spouse accredited to noneducational expenditures by an international student attending LSU Baton Rouge.
LSU Baton Rouge does not maintain a count of spouses that accompany students to the
campus as the numbers are constantly changing and once a visa has been issued, the international
student may, or may not, apprise the campus offices of current spousal, and/or children‘s
location. NAFSA(2011) reported that 10.8% of international students attending LSU Baton
Rouge were married and 85% of the spouses accompanied the international student to the
institution of higher education the student elected to attend for the 2008-09 academic year.
Based on these reference figures for the contributions of a spouse of international students
attending LSU Baton Rouge, the adjustment per student is $337.
Children accompanying the international student additionally impact the student‘s
expenditures. NAFSA (2011) estimated the number of children per the estimated number of
married students of the students with spouses in the country as .6. NAFSA reported the
additional expense of a child was calculated as 20% of the student‘s living expenses. Table 5.11

Table 5.10
Economic Contributions from Spouse of International Student
Item
Ref.
To Non-educational Expenditures
ii
Total Number of International Students at LSU
jj
Percentage of Married Students
Percentage of Married Students with Spouses in
kk
US
ll
mm Total Direct Expenditures - LSU Int'l Student
Estimated Expenses of International Spouse
nn
(25%)
Adjusted per International Student Basis
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Impact
1,511
10.8%
85%
139
$14,676

Calculation
Reference

ii*jj*kk

$3,669 (mm*25%)
$337 (ll/ii)*nn

displays the calculations and the resulting estimate of 83 children which impact the estimate noneducational direct economic contribution per international student attending Louisiana State
University Baton Rouge for the 2008-09 academic year by $162.
Table 5.11
Estimated Direct Expenses from Children Accompanying International Student
Item
Ref.
ee
ii
ll
pp
rr
ss
tt

Adjustments for Children's Contribution
to Non-educational Expenditures
Total Direct Expenditures per LSU Student
Total International Students at LSU
Number of Couples @ LSU Baton Rouge
Number of Children per Couple
Estimated Number of Children @ LSU Baton Rouge
Add'l Expenses per child(20% of student expense)
Estimated Children's Direct Expenditures / Int'l
Student

Annual
$14,676
1,511
139
0.6
83
$244,285
$162

Calculation
Reference

(ll*pp)
(rr*20%)
(ss/ii)

Duration of Stay
Non-educational related economic expenditures for the Wisconsin study were adjusted to allow
for a less than twelve month period of residence to allow for students who return to their home
countries during holidays and over the summer (Funk, 2001). Research by Funk (2001) cited
that cited that supported both the need for an adjustment of stay and no adjustment depending on
whether researchers reported international students leaving their campus community expenses or
remained in the campus community/US and, or, still incurred related expenses as for housing,
groceries and related expenses.
Funk reported the ISEIM model monthly/recurring expenses category was adjusted to
reflect an adjustment factor of ―10.5 month annual academic residence to reflect residency
extending beyond the formal end of semesters, yet allocating a month and a half to travel home
as well as within the US‖ (2001). The survey and depth interviews for this study at Louisiana
State University Baton Rouge revealed that the international student population reported their
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expenditures on a twelve month basis and most students surveyed indicated they did not return
home during semester/holiday/summer breaks. The students indicated they were not in a
financial position to return home frequently, with some students indicating they had not returned
to their home country in more than six years. Based on the sample of students responses, this
study does not include a ―length of time adjustment‖. Table 5.12 displays the process for
estimating a direct expenditure adjustment though no adjustment factor.
Table 5.12
Direct Expenditures Adjusted for International Students Annual Duration of Stay
Item
Ref.

Annual

Calculation
Reference

$1,128
1

N/A

cc
dd

Expenditure and Adjustment Categories
Recurring or Monthly Expenditures (per month
estimate)
Length of Time Adjustment
Recurring Expenses Adjusted for Academic Year
Duration
Periodic of One-time Expenditures per Year

$13,533
$1,132

(aa*bb)

ee

Total Direct Expenditures

$14,665

(cc+dd)

aa
bb

Total direct non-educational expenditures for international students attending LSU Baton Rouge
in 2008-09 amounted to $14,665.
Import Leakage
Import leakage was measure used for economic impact that assumes the economic base
model is grounded upon the distinction between the local and external economies (Chapin,
2004). Funk(2001) indicated, ―to insure that the economic impact estimate must correct for
expenditures made outside the target economy, referred to as import leakage.‖ Abuka (2005)
defined import leakage as a measure of how much imported to satisfy local demand, or
expenditures not made in the region being examined. Healy indicated that import education
leakage is not nearly as high as in other areas of economic activity (2010). Funk (2001)
reported, ―adjustments due to import leakage are rarely included in economic studies and, if
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done, would so distort findings as to make comparison across studies difficult‖ The ISEIM
model included acknowledgement that import leakage was a recognized component in an impact
model, but was assigned no value for this study.
Indirect Non-Education Economic Components
Indirect non-education international student expenditure categories measured in this
study included travel by the international student from and to the country of origin, student‘s
tourism in the host country expenditures and visitor expenditures. Funk(2001) indicated these
indirect expenditures were not directly related to the students education and impacted the host
community less than other expense categories.
Travel From and To International Students Country of Origin
Funk reported that international students in the University of Wisconsin study typically
purchased at least one-round trip ticket for the start and end of their programs and an annual trip
to their country of origin. Surveys and in-depth interviews at Louisiana State University Baton
Rouge did not indicate that most international student made interim trips to their country of
origin. Following the model protocol, international travel as non-education indirect expenses
were measured against the students estimated length of stay to generate an average annual airfare
from and to the country of origin which was calculated as $756.
International Student Tourism Travel
International students often use the host university as a base of operation to allow them to
tour points of interest, friends in the host country and trips arranged by the host university‘s
international cultural center relatively inexpensively. Tourism travel by international students
attending LSU Baton Rouge was measured against the students estimated length of stat to
generate an estimated average tourism expense of $372 annually.

122

International Student Visitor Travel
Relatives and friends often visit the international students and make expenditures in the
host community. The average total number of visitor days per student was reported by LSU
Baton Rouge international students as 55, or 12 days annually. Relatives and friends indirect
tourism expenses averaged $852 annually. Table 5.13 displays the calculated total of $1980
generated by the non-educational indirect expenditures related to travel for the international
students attending Louisiana State University Baton Rouge.
Table 5.13
Annual Indirect Expenditures for LSU International .Students
Item
Ref.

ww

Expenditure Categories
Travel to and from International Study Destination
Tourism and Travel within Host Country
Visitors
Total Annual Indirect Expenditures

Annual
Expenditures
756
372
852
$

1,980

Public Support
International students attending institutions of higher education with family generate
costs not associated with the educationally related expenditures. Support costs incurred by nonuniversity entities may offset the benefit generated by the economic impacts of the international
student. Funk(2001) indicated that some studies do not include these additional social cost to the
affected community, but the limited tax support generated by the international student and family
warrant inclusion of some social costs. The cost categories included in the ISEIM model
generated by the international student include public service costs (fire, police, libraries, parks
public transportation) and public education for students K-12 children.
Public Service Costs
Public services in a community and state benefit services including, but not limited to,
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police and fire protection, libraries parks, streets, and public transportation, food stamps and
benefits received by children born in the US (Winkler, 1984; Funk, 2001). These benefits are
partially paid through employment taxes, property taxes through rent, sales tax and other fees of
which an international student participation is limited.
Funk(2001) used a participation factor of 20% of state income taxes for international
student use of these public services. Funk also generated a figure of use of local benefits
amounting to 40% of local taxes. Twenty percent of the state average income tax amounted to
$138 of the average Louisiana income tax of $690 (Louisiana Department of Revenue, 2009).
Local public services for the Wisconsin model were based on local income tax. This calculation
was omitted in this study as these services were provided against sales taxes, as local
communities do not collect income taxes.
Public Education
Public School Education is likely the largest public service costs affecting the host
country and region. International students having children at Louisiana State University Baton
Rouge was estimated to be 83, using an estimate of 10.8% of students being married and the
average number of children to couples was 0.6 for the 2008-09 academic year(NAFSA: National
Association of Foreign Student Advisors, 2009). Of these children, the Wisconsin model(Funk,
2001) used an estimate of 62% of all the children being school age.
By age calculations, US children approximately 72% would be of school age. International
student‘s children tend to be younger and therefore their children are less likely to be in school.
The number of Louisiana State University Baton Rouge international students‘ children
attending school was not a value collected in the survey. This study assumes approximately the
same percentage of children would attend local schools as found in the previous study. The East
Baton Rouge Parish School Board showed the average student total expenditures per pupil for
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academic year 2008-09 was $12,986(Louisiana Department of Education, 2009). Table 5.14
displays the summary of estimated cost for public education of the children of international
students attending LSU Baton Rouge for academic year 2008-09. The estimated average cost per
international student for children attending school in the East Baton Rouge Parish School District
was $379. Total expenditures are shown in Appendix Table 5.6. This calculation likely
overstates the cost per student as these students fell mostly in the less expensive K-6 grades.
State and Federal Support
This model adjusts non-educational expenditure estimates by subtracting federal, state
and private sponsor aid as well as reducing tuition and fee revenue by the institutional aid
provided primarily in the form of graduate assistantships. The Institute of International
Education reported 1.1% of international students attending school in the United States receive
US private support and .6% received US Government (State or Federal) support as their primary
Table 5.14
Cost of Education Provided to International Students Children
Item
Ref.
CC
DD
EE
FF
GG
HH
II

Cost of Public Education
Number of Children in International Households
Percentage of Children of Public School Age
School Age Children in International Households
Cost per Pupil
Total Public Education Costs of International Students
Total Number of International Students at LSU
Public K-12 Education Cost per International Student

Values
83
62%
52
$12,986
$573,277
1,511
$379

Calculation
Reference

(CC*DD)
EBR Schools
(EE*FF)
(GG/HH)

source of educational funding (2010). Funk(2001) reported private or governmental financial
usually provides a partial tuition assistance, generally covering non-resident fees, loans or
international development grants amounting to less than half the educational cost incurred.
Following model protocol, this study assumed 2.6% of the international students received
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support from private or US governmental support equal to one-half the total GA package per
year, $26,350, amounting to $13,175, or $224 per international student attending Louisiana State
University Baton Rouge for academic year 2008-09. See Table 5.15.
The intent of the adjustment for reducing institutional support, US private and
governmental support to allow estimation of economic benefit to consider only funds from nonUS origin. US and governmental aid is an external impact the local economy and are appropriate
to include for estimating the national impact for international students (Funk, 2001). Funk
identified US related support as income through part-time employment and not considered
financial aid or award in the ISEIM model.
Summary of Non-Educational Categories
The estimated non-educational economic contributions in the ISEIM of international
students attending Louisiana State University Baton Rouge in the academic year 2010-11
included both direct expenditures and indirect expenditures. Direct expenditures (recurring,
monthly, periodic), deposits in financial institutions, and expenditures for spouse and children
and indirect expenditures for visitors, travel and tourism, less adjustments for public support
costs for public services, minor children‘s education, and US financial aid.
Total of direct expenditures per international student was estimated $15,203 in the model.
Total indirect expenditures per international student was estimated at $1980, offset by public
support, minority dependents education, and US financial aid estimated as $822. Total direct
and indirect non-educational expenditures allowing for public support cost was estimated as
$16,386 for academic year 2008-09.
Extended Economic Consequences of International Students
The preceding evaluation of economic factors occurred during the international student‘s
academic attendance. Funk (2001) presented that ―the international student host university and
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country relationship does not end the moment a student graduates (2001). Other factors affecting
economic impact and included in the protocol for the ISEIM analysis include commercial and
business preferences, philanthropic giving and migration of international students.
Human Capital Migration
Up to fifty percent of students who have studied in the United States may immigrate and
these students have a significant potential economic impact. A more exact estimate is unlikely as

Table 5.15
US Private and Governmental Financial Support for International
Students
Expenditure and Adjustment Categories
US Financial Support of International Students
% of Students receiving US State/Federal
JJ Support
KK % of Students Receiving US Private Support
Total % of Students Receiving Non-university
LL US Support
Total Number of Int'l Students at LSU-Baton
ii
Rouge
MM Total LSU Students Receiving US Support
Estimated Amount of Annual Award(1/2 of GA
NN Award)
OO Total Amount of US Support Awarded
PP Average US Support per International Student

Item
Ref.

Annual

Calculation
Reference

0.6%
1.1%
1.7%
1,511
26
$13,175
$338,426
-$224

(ii*LL)
(n/2)
(MM*NN)
(-OO/ii)

no accurate direct transition of student F-1 visa holders to permanent resident is available as the
F-1 is a non-immigrant visa that is not allowed to apply for permanent residency Students are
required to find employment to a work visa, most often an H-1B or an F-1 optional practical
training, and then petitioning for permanent residence is allowed, therefore numbers directly
relating for students transitioning to permanent residence are not tracked. Percent of nonreturnees fluctuate depending on nationality and work availability. Funk noted ―education nonreturnees through immigration is problematic‖ and‖ the range of actual education related
international student immigration lies somewhere within 5-50% of total international students
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studying in the US‖ (2001). Funk (2001) selected to use a conservative 10% immigration factor
for student non-returnees in determining net present value.
Developed Commercial and Business Preferences
International students attending institutions of higher education in the US develop ties
with businesses while obtaining their education. This economic impact is an accepted long term
factor of former international students host country, but determination of a measurable value of
enhanced exports and has proven difficult. Funk (Funk, 2001) concluded, that developed
business and commercial preferences was a valid category, but was beyond the scope of this
research and omitted assigning a value.
Philanthropy
Funk reported prominent international alumni in their home country provide student
referrals and also provide notable donations. Median donations varied greatly depending on
alumni and the public university. The Wisconsin ISEIM model was based on limited
information and assigned a level of $40 per international student. Validation of an average or
median value for Louisiana State University was not determined and this value was omitted for
the LSU Baton Rouge model.
Summary of Extended Economic Consequences
International students not returning home generate considerable economic issues and are
identified as economic impact of human capital generated by human capital migration.
Categories in this study include educational development cost savings, social development cost
savings, NPV tax dividend, NPV of future tax revenue and economic growth, net present value
of human capital, philanthropic returns to generate an estimated extended impact per
international student attending LSU Baton Rouge in academic year 2008-09. Table 5.16 displays
expenditure adjustment categories for human capital embodied in non-returnees.
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The USDA (2009) reported the median (Social Development) cost of raising a child
Table 5.16
Net Present Value (NPV) of Human Capital Immigration to Educational Host Country
Expenditure and Adjustment Categories
Calculation
Human Capital Embodied in Non-Returnees
Estimate
Reference
K-12 Educational Development Cost Savings
93,414 App Table 5
Social Development Cost Savings
221,190
Dept of Ag
NPV Tax Dividend from Int'l Student Immigrants
134,160 App Table 6
NPV of Future Tax Revenue and Economic Growth
448,764 (RR+SS+TT)
% of Non-returnees/Student Immigrants
10%
Estimate
NPV of embodied Human Capital per Int'l Student
44,876
(UU*VV)
Business and Commercial Preferences for Host Country
NA
YY Philanthropic Returns
NA
ZZ
Extended Economic Impact per Int'l Student
44,876
(XX+YY)
Note. Refer to Appendix Table 5.7: Net Present Value of Tax Revenue dividend from
International Student Immigrants for NPV calculation.
Item
Ref.
RR
SS
TT
UU
VV
XX

through age 17 as $221,190. The National Center for Educational Statistics (2010) estimated K12 educational development cost savings as $93,414. The average US tax payer contributed
$8,528 annually and the average US tax contribution per tax payer with a bachelors degree was
$13,000, which provides an additional tax contribution by the international student of $4,472
annually and $134,160 over the work life of the international student graduate. The NPV
summary of future tax revenue and economic growth was a sum of this values totaled $448,764
for international student who do not return to their home country. Using the previous estimated
10% of internationals as a measure of students not leaving the US, the conservative estimate of
extended economic impact total of human capital immigration amounted to $44,876.
Multiplier Effect
A complete impact study includes determination of direct and indirect revenues and
expenses to provide a basic value of benefit received by the entity being studied. Expenditure
estimates are multiplied by a factor for that industries impact to determine the extended
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economic benefits of expenditures expanding through the economy by what is recognized as a
multiplier effect. ―A multiplier summarizes the total impact that can be expected from change in
a given economic activity‖ (Miller, undated).
A simple example applicable to this study was provided by Funk(2001), ―When a
university enrolls a student, the university must procure services and goods, which will then
cause those suppliers to increase their production, starting a chain reaction of the linkages.‖ Funk
identified that the theory and methodology of the various approaches, including output,
employment, income/earnings and value added, are generally commercially obtained and
specific to the economic activity (2001; Miller, undated) .
This study addresses two definable entities related to the generation of an impact that
initiates the need for a multiplier. Funk (2001) reported, ―higher education and the international
student subpopulation generate higher economic multipliers than most industries.‖ Additionally
noted was that the funds expended by international students attending a institution of higher
education predominately spend funds from outside the community and are relatively localized in
their expenditures.
Funk (2001) noted two multipliers associated with economic impact studies for southern
universities (North Carolina and Georgia) used multipliers of 2.0 and 2.1, respectively, generated
by Regional Input-Output Modeling System (RIMS II) developed by the US Department of
Commerce. The Wisconsin study elected to use a figure of 2.24. A recent impact study by
Northwestern State University in Louisiana used a RIMS total output multiplier of 2.146. This
study used a multiplier to 2.15, recognizing noted multipliers are relatively constant in the range
applied and is aligned with the University of Louisiana (2009), Northwestern State study and
approaches the mid-range of previous university economic impact studies. Table 5.17 displays
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the estimated economic impact for an international student attending Louisiana State University
Baton Rouge during the academic year 2008-09.
Model Summary
The first phase of this economic impact study was an evaluation of the cost or benefit for
undergraduate and graduate international students to the Louisiana State University Baton Rouge
campus. Neither classification of student showed a positive impact to the university and the
average total impact estimate per international student in academic year 2008-09 was -$6,474
using the ISEIM model. Table 5.17 displays the estimated economic impact for an international
student attending Louisiana State University Baton Rouge during the academic year 2008-09.
Direct non-education expenditures in the campus community amounted to $15,203 per
international household. As students participating in the study reported their expenditures based
on an annual basis, no adjustment was made for a 10.5 month academic year. These
expenditures directly impacted the local economy making use of an economic multiplier
appropriate.
An economic multiplier of 2.15 was applied to the $15,203 less the average educational
revenue contribution of -$6,474 to generate a total economic impact within the local community
of $18,767. This result represents only direct expenses with indirect and extended economic
costs deferred.
Indirect expenditures included travel related to the international student‘s estimated
family and friend‘s visits, their tourism and the students travel from and to their country of
origin. Indirect expenditures amounted to $1988 per year for academic year 2008-09 at LSU
Baton Rouge. Some of these expenses impacted the local economy, but an unknown amount and
many of the expenses were outside the local community and therefore the multiplier was not
assigned to these international student expenses.
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Indirect expenditures have offsetting indirect economic that generates an estimate of
support costs generated by public service costs, K-12 education for international students
dependent children and US financial support. Public service costs totaled $138, K-12 education
totaled $443 and the average US support per international student totaled $224. These cost
generated an estimated total US support cost per student of -$805. The estimated NPV of human
capital per student accounting for international students who elected to not return to their home
country amounted to $44,876. The estimated impact of international students attending LSU
Baton Rouge campus was calculated as $54,788 per student for the academic year 2008-09 not
employing the economic impact multiplier factor. The estimated impact of international students
was $71,567 per international student when the multiplier effect was considered. The aggregate
economic impact of the 1511 international students attending LSU Baton Rouge for the
academic year was $108,138,041.

132

Table 5.17
Application of the ISEIM International Student Econ Impact 2009-2010
Item
Ref.
x
cc
dd
ee
hh
oo
tt
vv
EM
ww
BB
II
PP
PPb

Calculation
Reference
Net Educational Benefit
Recurring or Monthly Expenditures
Periodic or One-time Expenditures
Total Direct Expenditures per Int'l Student
Contributions from Spouses of International Student
Contributions from Children of Accompanying Student
Total Direct Expenditures per Int'l Household
Application of Economic Multiplier (2.15)
Total Annual Indirect Expenditures
Public Service Costs (Roads, police, etc.)
Public Service Costs (Education K-12)
Avg. US Support per International Student
Total US Public Support Costs per Int'l Student

QQ
XX
YY
ZZ

Direct and Indirect Non-educational Expenditures
NPV of Embodied Human Capital per Int'l Student
Philanthropic Returns
Extended Economic Impact per Int'l Student

EI

Economic Impact on Baton Rouge Economy

EIM
IS

-$6,474
$13,533
$1,132
$14,665
$40
$337
$162
$15,203 (ee+hh+oo+tt)
$18,767 (x+vv)*2.15
$1,988
-$138
-$443
-$224
-$805 (BB+II+PP)
(vv+ww+
$16,386
PPb)
$44,876
NA
$44,876
$54,788

Economic Impact on Baton Rouge Economy/Multiplier
$71,567
LSU Total International Students 2009-2010
1,511
Aggregate Economic Impact w/multiplier (EI*IS)
$108,138,051
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(XX+YY)
(x+vv+ww+
ZZ+PPb)
(x+vv+EM+
ZZ+PPb)
(EIM*IS)

CHAPTER SIX
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
This summary chapter of this study of the economic impact of international student
attending and institution of higher education presents a snapshot picture of Louisiana State
University Baton Rouge using a ISEIM (Funk, 2001) for a campus comparative evaluation to
previous research and a nationally used model. The following text addresses findings of research
questions, including: What is the estimated academic net cost or benefit of an international
student at an institution of higher education, in particular LSU?; What is the non-academic
economic impact of an international student to the community associated with the institution of
higher education?; What is the accuracy of the national report of economic impact of
international students compared to a study of an institution of higher education?
The study was conducted with the assistance of 130 volunteer international students
attending LSU Baton Rouge through means of both an on line and guided survey to provide a
local reflection of revenue and expenses. The research study used international student supplied
primary source data to estimate direct and indirect non-educational expenses variation under
different groupings of international students attending Louisiana State University-Baton Rouge.
Institutional, and government datasets and reports were used to examine institutional revenues
and cost to the university, community revenues and costs and governmental measures of the
impact of an international student attending an institution of higher education. Finally, this
chapter provides differences in estimates of international student economic impact in relation to
data provided by reports provided by NAFSA which publishes broader overview of available
data not directly obtained from a primary source.
The intent of this review was not to contest the findings of the important tool provided by
any other source, but to determine if there was a notable difference in the reports and one that
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uses more of a microeconomic approach. The findings generated in this type of study provide a
definable measure of the overall impact on a campus and from the broader campus community
that allows public scrutiny of international students attending an institution of higher education.
The calculated cost or benefit of international students attending Louisiana State
University Baton Rouge using the ISEIM model estimated a net institutional cost for
undergraduate students of $3287 and for graduated students of $7621. After all inclusions of the
cost of attending, the 1511 international students average cost to the university was $6,474.
These costs closely align to the average support $3,287 and $7,624 received from institutional
support. The net loss results of international students attending LSU Baton Rouge for the
academic year demonstrates the impact of graduate assistantships and undergraduate awards.
Removal of these student benefits would reduce the political concerns that international students
cost the institution by their attendance, but would likely negatively affect attendance. Funk
(2001) summarized that ,
The institutional practice of dismissing cost of costs of a graduate assistantship waiver
combined with the likely underestimation of GA wages presents a strong argument that
GA productivity and compensation should be considered a wash.‖
The estimated cost of an undergraduate student estimated stipend reflects support that reduces
estimated revenue removal of that consideration would also balance the cost or benefit to near
balanced. If institutional awards are foregone as a cost, then the cost of an undergraduate student
would be estimated as a benefit of $226 and a graduate student would be estimated as a benefit
of $3, per student. The evaluation of the impact of international students attending an institution
of higher education provides a view of institutional and political consideration of policies and
planning related to the student visitors. Additional recognition of estimated factors affecting the
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economic impact of international students included adjustment estimates of marginal costs,
academic classification and academic support.
Economic Impact
The estimated average institutional economic impact of international students
demonstrate a loss to the university of $6,474 on a per student basis, or with and adjustment for
removal of institutional graduate assistantship and undergraduate that estimates direct and
indirect revenues and expenditures to balance with a minimally positive result base and the
specified factors included. Calculations benefited from use of primary data directly from
international students attending the subject university, rather than student budgets generated by
the institution or other non-primary sources.
Economic Impact Budget Comparisons
The third research question was to review the accuracy of the nationally generated reports
in comparison to a specific study using primary data and additionally specific data of the local
institution. NAFSA with IIE data generates an annual estimate of the economic impact of
international education broken down by national, state and individual campus estimates using
datasets from the IIE and Wintergreen Orchard House that collects miscellaneous expenses in the
US (NAFSA: National Association of Foreign Student Advisors, 2011). These reports function
off the same assumptions as this study used including use of fall enrollments representing fall
and spring, students are full time, live on campus for the full year. Formatted in the NAFSA
report format, Table 6.1 limits input data to tuition and fees, living expenses with an estimate for
dependents (no travel estimate), and estimated US institutional support.
This study estimated the total contribution of an international student attending LSU
Baton Rouge $13,991 using the NAFSA format. Using LSU sample budget data, where the
difference in data was the estimated living expenses, the contribution was estimated as $10,760.
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The LSU sample budget did not include estimates of expenses for dependents. The NAFSA
report estimated the total with dependents impact contribution as $16,524. While estimates for
tuition/fees and living expenses were comparable, the estimate for institutional support was
greater for the estimated US support by the LSU data compared to NAFSA thereby lowering the
total contribution. Of interest was the estimated international contribution for all institutions of
higher education for the State of Louisiana provided the highest estimate of $19,142 per student
for the 6,213 students attending schools in the state. As this study has relied on Funk‘s (2001)
Table 6.1
Comparison of Economic Impact Estimates with Selected Data Sources, 2008-09

Origin
LSU Baton Rouge
- Study Data
Confidence
Interval
LSU Baton Rouge
- NAFSA/IIE*
LSU Baton Rouge
Sample Budget
Louisiana NAFSA / IIE*
WI- Madison
Study unadjusted
1999-2000
WI - Madison NAFSA/IIE*

No.
of
Students

Tuition/
Fees

1511 13,810

Living
Less
Total Cummulative
Expenses
US
ContriTotal
w/Dep
Support bution Contribution
Dollars
15,203 15,022

13,991

± 97

21,140,495
±146,567

1775 14,137

15,009 12,622

16,524

29,330,600

1511 13,760

14,000 15,022

12,738

19,246,826

6213 13,533

14,617 9,008

19,142
-

118,927,000
-

3404 15,893

20,359 5,306

30,946

105,338,892

4243 20,162

13,660 12,221

21,601

91,653,000

NAFSA (2011); Funk(2001), NAFSA / IIE format; *NAFSA Student Count
Includes English as a Second Language Adjustment.; CI's not present as not
available for all sources of data.
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study as a model format, this report included data generated from that study and compared to the
2008-09 NAFSA economic impact report.
The estimate of total contribution for University of Wisconsin - Madison for 2008-09 was
estimated as $21,601 per student, with the most notable difference in data affecting the total was
the higher assignment of tuition and fees at about a 30% higher level than the Louisiana
estimates. As a consumer prices index was not very reflective of cost for this time period, an
estimated at a factor of 1.7, the presentation of Funk‘s study was left unadjusted. Values of
tuition and support would be expected, however the estimate of living expenses were estimated
at about 30% higher than current estimates of these costs and generated a notably higher estimate
of total contribution.
Cross Comparison between Selected Groups
The university provides estimated tuition and living expenses for international students
attending LSU for an academic year of 9 months, with variations for undergraduate and graduate
students. The estimates have a disclaimer indicating the estimate of living expenses included
books and supplies at a minimal level and ―most students will spend more than theses estimates‖
(Louisiana State University International Services Office, 2010). The sample budget also notes
that the estimates do not include costs for clothing, transportation, travel and medical costs not
covered by insurance. The sample budget estimates also do not include any allowance for
dependents. The sample budget produced a close estimate of direct expenses attributable to
international students attending LSU Baton Rouge when compared to direct expenditures of
international students sampled. Table 6.2 presents the LSU sample budget estimated monthly
costs to international students of $1,019 and the mean study estimate of direct expenses as
$1,132 monthly.
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Estimating direct cost only underestimated the average expenses incurred by international
students attending LSU Baton Rouge as no additional expenses were included for spouses that
accompany an estimated 8.93% of the students. Additionally, expenses are incurred for children
accompany the couples at about .6 children per couple using NAFSA factor estimates (2009).
Inclusion of the estimated dependent costs to the estimate of direct cost increased the average
expenditure to $1,267, an approximate additional $100 per month. The impact to the students
with spouses and children were affected more intensely than the average per student estimate.

Table 6.2
Comparison of Expenditure Estimates
Expenditure Estimates by Group
LSU Sample Budget

Monthly
Annual
$1,020
$12,232

Mean International Student Direct Expenditures

$1,132

$13,584

Data collected from international students participating in LSU Baton Rouge study
indicated that beyond the direct expenses, students additionally were responsible for costs
considered indirect, as these costs involved expenses beyond basic cost of living. These costs
included travel related expenses for their travel from and to their country of origin and other
travel expenses generated by theirs and friends and family travel. While these expenses would
not be considered a cost related to their attendance at the institution, these expenses do occur and
affect the economic impact of, and beyond, the local community. On average, international
students spent an additional $165 per month, or $1,980 annually. These additional adjustments
generated estimated total cost of living expenditure per student as $16,831, or $1403 per month.
Projected National Impact
The study generated estimated national impact, as shown on Table 6.3, using direct living
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expenses to project. Using the average direct costs estimated for the LSU Baton Rouge campus
of $14,665 per international student multiplied times the total number of international students of
671,616 generated an estimated total impact to the US was $9.85 billion for fiscal year 2008-09.
Table 6.3
Estimate of National Economic Impact Based on Study Data
Ref
Item
ee

Expenditure Categories
Direct Expenditure per LSU-BR Student

Annual
$14,665

EI

Total Economic Impact on Baton Rouge,
LA

$54,788

EIM

Total Economic Impact on Baton Rouge,
LA w/multiplier

$71,567

IS

Total Int'l Students in US 2008-09
US Economic Impact ISEIM from Direct
Expenditures

Calculation
Reference

671,616

US Economic Impact using ISEIM

$9,849,248,640

(ee*IS)

$36,796,497,408

(EI*IS)

US Economic Impact using ISEIM
w/Multiplier (2.15)
$48,065,542,272
Estimates based on LSU Baton Rouge estimate w/o regional adjustment.

(EIM*IS)

By comparison the LSU Baton Rouge international impact on the US was calculated as
22% less than the NAFSA calculation of $11.86 billion. Using direct expenditure figures
obtained from the LSU Baton Rouge study, the total US impact of international students,
including use of the 2.15 multiplier and 671,616 students, the estimated impact of direct
expenditures was estimated at $48 billion.
The projection estimate using only direct expenditures decreases the estimate of total
expenditures by $1988 for indirect expenses incurred by the international student for the 2008-09
fiscal year. Inclusion of indirect expenditures including related travel would generate an
estimated $11.0 billion of cash flow into the economy, or an additional 12%.
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International Student Profiles
Funk(2001) reported in the University of Wisconsin - Madison study that international student
expenditures tended to be at two levels which included the student elite and the frugal. The
students responding to the LSU study did not express this bimodal characteristic. One of the
intents of this study was to expose differences based on different student perspectives and use
data from statistically significant comparisons to generate estimates of international student
impact on the university and community to provide multiple aspects based.
Table 6.4 displays study data reported by Funk (2001) that supports bimodal
characteristics that would generate a higher average value for his study over a more frugal
sample. Funk reported the raw mean value of annual expenditures for non-educational direct and
indirect expenses as $20,071 which was adjusted based on 10.5 months the student was projected
to be in the Madison community. The adjusted direct and indirect non-educational expenses
were estimated to be $18,777 for international students at the University of Wisconsin –
Madison. Adjusting this data by the consumer price index to 2009 dollars, the expenditures were
estimated as $24,176.
The estimated annual non-educational direct and indirect expense for 2008-09 by this
LSU –BR study was $14,676. No adjustment was made for months in the community, as the
students participating in the study typically did not leave during the summer or holidays.
Further comparison of the universities using NAFSA (2009) 2008-09 data showed
living expenses, including dependents was $13,660 for the University of Wisconsin-Madison and
$15,009 for LSU-BR. These numbers were calculated from NAFSA‘s summary of all students
divided by the number of foreign students reported at the institution.
In comparison, use of the ISIEM model to calculate the economic non-educational
contributions, including adjustments for dependents, generated an estimate of $25,842 for fiscal
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year 2008-09 at the University of Wisconsin Madison when the consumer price index was
applied to the $20,071 reported by Funk (2001) for the 1998-99 data. The estimated value of
non-educational contributions by international students including dependents was $17,191 at
Louisiana State University Baton Rouge.
The direct and indirect non-educational expenses by international students using the data
collected in each study generated a value above the estimated contribution calculation provided
by NAFSA (2009) data. Funk‘s (2001) reported data (adjusted for CPI) for the WisconsinMadison study was estimated much higher than the NAFSA (2009) annual report. The data

Table 6.4
Comparison of Selected Non-Educational Economic Contributions of Univ of Wisconsin and
LSU Study
Category
Direct Expenditures
Indirect Expenditures
Total Expenditures
Estimated Annual Expenditures
Academic Stay Adjustment
Estimated Annual Expenditures
w/adjustment

WI-Madison
WI-Madison
1998-99
CPI adj CPI Adj 2009
Monthly ($)
1.29 Monthly ($)
1,451
1,868
295
380
1,746
2,248
20,952
26,976
0.90
18,777

24,176

NAFSA Economic Impact Estimate
(including dependents)
13,660
ISEIM Economic Impact Estimate
(including dependents)
20,071
1.29
25,842
Source: Funk (2001); US Bureau of Labor Statistics (2011); NAFSA(2011)

LSU-BR
2008-09
Monthly ($)
1,128
95
1,223
14,676
0.0
14,676
15,009
17,191

collected for the LSU-BR study was 14% higher than the NAFSA estimate for 2008-09. The
NAFSA reported value for direct and indirect expenditures by international students appears
comparable to the primary data collected in this study.
Students were examined under three different perspectives, including region of the world
(Asia, Europe, Latin America, America/Oceania, Middle East and Africa); Academic Grouping
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(Classroom, Laboratory and Professional), and; Academic Classification (Graduate,
Undergraduate). Variation in the total direct costs was observed, though statistically the
differences were not enough were not significant and thereby eliminating the cause for separate
evaluations.
For the most part, students attending LSU Baton Rouge were conservative in their
expenditures and not in the elite category noted by the Funk (2001) study, save one. One student
fell in a grouping that would have been recorded as international elite, thereby requiring the
observation to be assigned as an outlier for comparative analysis.
Funk indicated his study showed, ―virtually no programming exist to assist, support, or
welcome international students in residence (2001),‖ and often international parents paid private
international student facilitators to provide assistance to theses students. Student support
organizations provide considerable assistance for a new international student attending Louisiana
State University Baton Rouge. In addition to country of origin student support groups, assistance
is often provided by the International Cultural Center and International Services Office. Students
are often met at the airport, delivered to a furnished apartment and acclimated to the local
community, thereby reducing the need for large assistance purchases noted in the Wisconsin
study. International students attending LSU Baton Rouge setting up housekeeping have a
support group identified as the International Hospitality Foundation that provides students
community support and a low cost option through their ―Loan Closet‖ to pay a nominal loan fee
for most basic household items at a greatly reduced expense.
Assessments
Use of the ISEIM model provided an organized approach to incorporate a more detailed
evaluation of international student‘s economic impact on a university campus and community
beyond primary direct expenditures and US support estimate cash flow approach. The model
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requires direct student input of data to determine students direct and indirect expenditures
reflective of the specific campus attended to generate an impact estimate that is customized to
the community affected by the student‘s attendance. The model is adaptable to the institution of
higher education as characterized by Funk(2001). The model generates output data from a
model customizable to the campus reviewed using primary data, university reported data from
multiple sources (budget and planning, accounting services, international services), state and
national census data and reports provided from organizations which collect IHE information on a
national basis. Results of the analyses may then be used to provide policy decisions of a campus,
system or government entity making decisions on recruiting, financial aid or admission. The
design of the ISEIM model used in this research provides a multi-tier, and multi-complex tool
that can provide economic impact information averaged at the individual student level, to meet
the needs of a campus or a total community impact statement including allowance for a
multiplier effect impact.
The ISEIM model was developed provide information that can be used by both state and
national entities for data useful in making policy decisions. The results of this study serve to
support the model‘s continuing functionality and allude to differences in use of secondary
reported data compared to use of primary data obtained from a sample of students at an
individual campus level for a more precise view at the local level. The benefit at the campus
level for LSU Baton Rouge was calculated as a negative benefit when examined on data obtained
and analyzed for benefits at the academic level when institutional aid was mixed into the pool.
However, when indirect expenditures, dependents and support service factor cost were
summarized, the result provided a net positive impact at the community level of $54,888 per
student.
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The introduction to this study provided multiple political, societal and educational
support for international student attendance to institutions of higher education. Societal benefit
has the ―feels good‖ benefit, but as Bill Elliot of Eastern Illinois University, going to the business
office based on ―my gut tells me it‘s a good idea,‖ may be a career ending stance (DarrupBoychuck, 2007). This ISEIM provides support data to present the financial impact benefit at
more than just the campus level.
International Trade
State interest at the individual campus level for international education economic impact
may not be measured more than for the similarity of cash flow that would be viewed as similar to
any other non-resident student‘s attendance as obtained from the cost or benefit received. The
broader view which includes the local community measures the benefit beyond the campus and
is a measure of living expenses which add economic impact from a mostly out of country source
of funding.
Review of international education, beyond the social benefits and living expenses in the
community, are important in viewing international education as a US trade service for export. In
a country that has garnered much attention for trade deficits, the export of international education
as a service typically shows a trade surplus for the United States (Siegmund, 2009). Siegmund
(2009) reported that in 2008, the US was very competitive in education services trade and
yielded a positive trade balance of about $12.6 billion, of the total US receipts from international
students studying in the United States. Out of an estimated worldwide market for international
students was about $35 billion, with a US market share of about 45 percent. The level of
international education keeps the export status under the export of services ranking running from
second to fourth annually on a continuing basis.
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Funding Support
This study of international students attending Louisiana State University Baton Rouge
documented that these student‘s expenditures benefit both state and national interests. Records
showed that LSU provided a support level to a higher degree than those in the Wisconsin study.
Student participants often indicated influences to their decision to attend this institution of higher
education were financial assistance, level of tuition and students or family that had previously
attended the university.
Expansion of international education at a specific institution is determined by those
administrators with control over higher education and admissions. At LSU, the state has a great
influence over tuition limits and given the benefit of international students‘ economic impact at
the state level, a review of support of these visitors from the broader perspective may have
considerable measure.
Marginal Costs
The ISEIM model was set up to consider a marginal cost assignment of 33% to ensure
any additional costs incurred by the institution. This factor may vary substantially, depending on
the estimated level of use of facilities and any estimated additional cost generated by an
additional student‘s attendance. As earlier noted, the marginal difference in cost when an
institution is at full capacity is minimal, but allows for efficient use of institutional fixed
capacity and may even sustain programs during domestic absence (Funk, 2001).
Levels of administration below the campus level was beyond the scope of this study.
However, a level of decline may affect one research program more greatly than another and for a
department which has had an enrollment decline would not incur additional marginal cost for a
program whose fixed costs of instruction are already a sunk cost. Consideration of reducing or
removal of marginal costs as a factor would generate a more positive benefits results.
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Student Results
The intent of this study was to determine if measurable differences that may affect
recruiting and policy decisions for students attending Louisiana State University Baton Rouge.
The scope of the study was limited to the economic impact students attending this campus using
the a international economic impact model to determine the cost or benefit of a student attending
LSU Baton Rouge, the non-educational economic impacts to the community and as a measure of
accuracy/difference of the results of nationally generated calculations to a site specific
examination. In addition to those primary questions, this study‘s specific intent was to reach two
of the additional areas of research referenced by the original ISEIM study.
Funk(2001) indicated areas for future research should include examination of country of
origin differentiation and use of a regression model to establish differences of impact based on
major, country of origin and academic level. For the subject institution, LSU Baton Rouge,
countries were examined on a regional basis consisting of six regions, on academic curriculum
consisting of three groupings of differentiation and academic classification on two groupings
(undergraduate and graduate). The results of this study generated a result of no statistical
differences these characteristic differences.
Future Research
A limitation of this study was the size of sample of the international students attending LSU
Baton Rouge. The number of questionnaires completed was slightly greater than proposed and
was developed to incorporate all the different characteristics to be examined according to the
population of the university. A challenge of future research of this model would be
simplification of the detail of the model, obtaining a functional measure of economic impact
determined by the amount of detail desired. The NAFSA/IIE model generates an overview
standardized model that provides a standardized benchmark, but does not include indirect factors
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that generate a more complete impact model. The NAFSA/IIE model incorporated many of the
features from the Funk ISEIM model and proved serviceable, recognizing that indirect cost and
revenues vary greatly on a provincial basis (tax format, K-12 education, depreciation format,
etc).

Beyond the identifiable measures, many international university graduates continue to

have economic ties with the campus, state and nation that are difficult to measure but need to be
recognized as a recognizable long-term benefit.
Conclusions
Primary data collected for this study provided a focused reflection of where international
students specifically made expenditures. The use of regional data provides greater local
accuracy than national price indexes are capable of acquiring.
This study determined LSU Baton Rouge international students expenditures did not
significantly vary due to geographic region academic curriculum or academic classification by
those who provided information. Expectation was that country of origin would impact
expenditures by international students and may have value in recruiting students with better
financial status as their need for assistance would be reduced and their benefit to the university
community would be greater. As no significant difference was found of expenditures among
regions, examination with more participant samples by country may provide evidence that some
difference exists at a more precise examination. Similarly, some expectation that those
international students in a more expensive academic curriculum and those international students
studying at a graduate program level would generate more non-educational expenditures. The
data used for this study provides that economically, students attending Louisiana State
University – Baton Rouge can be viewed as relatively homogeneous population in their
expenditures.
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The results of the examination of the ISEIM model using primary data shows that use of
secondary data does not provide a preciseness of primary data and does not reflect changes in
expenditure trends that provide a more accurate measure of international student economic
impact for a specific university. Use of more detailed primary data provides a tool for reflection
of where students spend their funds beyond the base educational expenses. The attendance of the
heterogeneous mixture of international students in the university community generates a
recognizable important economic impact beyond the institutional education expenses that should
be recognized by those observers who question public expenditures on Louisiana non-resident
international students.
The Wisconsin ISEIM model used in this study proved to be a functional and flexible
model, whose level of accuracy is refined by the amount of data accessible to include in the input
phase and expandable beyond an international student focus. The varied results of the different
budgetary examinations provide that a more structured analysis using primary data of the
communities as a foundation to the analyses generates a more complete examination of the
economic impact of international students attend a U.S. university..
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APPENDIX A: CHAPTER ONE DATA
Appendix Table 1.1. Economic Impact of International Students based on IIE Report
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Source: Institution of International Education Network, Retrieved from
http://opendoors.iienetwork.org
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Appendix Table 1.2. History of International Student and US Enrollment, 2007
Int'l Students
% Change
Total Enrollment
% Int‘l
2,499,800
1.4
1954/55
34,232
Year 1959/60
48,486
2.6
3,402,300
1.4
1964/65
82,045
9.7
5,320,000
1.5
1969/70
134,959
11.2
7,978,400
1.7
1974/75
154,580
2.3
10,321,500
1.5
1979/80
286,343
8.5
11,707,000
2.4
1984/85
342,113
0.9
12,467,700
2.7
1985/86
343,777
0.5
12,387,700
2.8
1986/87
349,609
1.7
12,410,500
2.8
1987/88
356,187
1.9
12,808,487
2.8
1988/89
366,354
2.9
13,322,576
2.7
1989/90
386,851
5.6
13,824,592
2.8
1990/91
407,529
5.3
13,975,408
2.9
1991/92
419,585
3.0
14,360,965
2.9
1992/93
438,618
4.5
14,422,975
3.0
1993/94
449,749
2.5
14,473,106
3.1
1994
452,653
0.6
14,554,016
3.1
1995
453,787
0.3
14,419,252
3.1
/95
1996
457,984
0.9
14,286,478
3.1
/96
1997
481,280
5.1
13,294,221*
3.6
/97
1998
490,933
2.0
13,391,401
3.6
/98
1999
514,723
4.8
13,584,998
3.8
/992
547,867
6.4
14,046,659
3.9
/002
582,996
6.4
13,511,149
4.3
000/012
586,323
0.6
12,853,627
4.6
001/022
572,509
-2.4
13,383,553
4.3
002/032
565,039
-1.3
13,994,969
4.0
003/042
564,766
-.05
14,528,728
3.9
004/052
582,984
3.2
15,023,346
3.9
005/06
* In 1997, The College Board changed its data collection process
006/07
**College
Board Annual Survey of Colleges data on US higher education enrollment

Source: (Institute of International Education, 2007b)
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Appendix Table 1.3 International students by primary source of funds 2006-2007
Primary Source of Funds

International Students

Percent of Total

Personal & Family

358,281

61.5

U.S. College or University

152,017

26.1

18,704

3.2

U.S. Government

3,450

.6

U.S. Private Sector

8,003

1.4

Foreign Private Sponsor

6,682

1.1

International Organization

1,685

.3

29,262

5.0

4,901

.8

582,984

100.0

Home Government/University

Current Employment
Other Sources
Total
Source: IIE Network, 2007
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APPENDIX B: CHAPTER TWO DATA
Appendix Table 2.1. Costs and Benefits to Institutions of Incoming Foreign Students
Infrastructure establishment costs
Establishment costs of units etc. to provide
Special academic programs for foreign students
Special support services for foreign students
Incremental capital cost due to foreign students for facilities for:
Teaching (classrooms, laboratories, etc.)
Academic support services
Student support services
Student (on-campus college accommodation, etc.)
Program delivery costs
Recurrent costs of:
Special academic programs for foreign students
Special support services for foreign students
Incremental recurrent costs attributable to foreign students for staff, materials and
facilities for:
Tuition and supervision
General student academic services
General administrative services
Student accommodation
Marketing costs of programs for foreign students
Net benefits
Revenue from fees paid by foreign students and retained by the institution for tuition
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Accommodation
Proportion of grant income from central authority attributable to foreign students
External funds received by the institution on account of student programs
Economies of scale
Net value of research output contributed by foreign students
Net beneficial spillovers from foreign students to domestic students
Alumnus effect
Source: (Throsby, 1999, p. 34)
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Appendix Table 2.2. Estimated Tuition and Living Expenses, 2005-2006 Academic Year,
Louisiana State University
Standard:
Tuition and Fees*

$13,000

Living Expenses (12 months)

10,000

Books and Supplies, 12 Month Mandatory Health Insurance
Total

3,000
$26,000

With Full-Time Assistantship:
Tuition and Fees (fees only)*

$ 1,600

Living Expenses (12 months)

10,000

Books and Supplies, 12 Month Mandatory Health Insurance
Total

3,000
$14,600

With Part-Time Assistantship
Tuition and Fees (resident tuition and fees only)*
Living Expenses (12 months)

$ 4,600
10,000

Books and Supplies, 12 Month Mandatory Health Insurance
Total

3,000
$17,600

For MBA Students Only
165

$17,000

Tuition and Fees*
Living Expenses (12 months)

10,000

Books and Supplies, 12 Month Mandatory Health Insurance
Total

3,000
$30,000

*Tuition and Fees includes all mandatory costs: Required Fees, Academic Excellence Fee,
Technology Fee, Utility Surcharge, Operational Fee, International Cultural Center Fee ($10.00)
and International Compliance Fee ($50.00).
The amount given for living expenses and for books & supplies are minimal estimates.
Many students spend more than these estimates. Note that no estimated amounts included for
costs such as clothing, transportation, travel, medical costs not covered by insurance, and other
incidentals
.Source: Louisiana State University, International Services Office (2007)
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APPENDIX C: CHAPTER THREE DATA
Appendix Table 3.1 Wisconsin ISEIM Model
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168

169

170

171

172

173

174

175

176

177
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Appendix Table 3.3
Economic Impact Study, Louisiana State University

Consent Form for a Non-Clinical Study
1. Study Title:
Institute of Higher Education

Economic Impact of International Students at an

2. Performance Site:
College

Louisiana State University and Agricultural and Mechanical

3. Investigators:
this study,

The following investigators are available for questions about
M-F, 8:00 a.m. - 4:30p.m.
Steve Kelly 773.1230; 763.2532

steve.kelly@pbrc.edu
4. Purpose of the Study:

This study is being conducted at Louisiana State University to
determine the economic impact of international students at Louisiana State University on
the university, and the local and state economies.

5. Subject Inclusion:

International students attending Louisiana State University in
a full time degree program.

6. Number of subjects: 125
7. Study Procedures: The study will be conducted in three phases. In the first phase,
selected participants will spend approximately two hours being interviewed to establish
points needed to be included in a questionnaire to determine the completeness
and
clarity of a preliminary questionnaire.
Phase two will require about 20 minutes to complete a questionnaire about participant
demographics, funding, and expenditures. This second phase may be accomplished through
internet or
supervised oversight. Phase three will involve a follow-up interview with
selected
participants to confirm accuracy of responses for data validation.
8. Benefits: Students will have a 1 in 5 chance of receiving a prize of $ 50.00 for
satisfactorily completing the International Student Questionnaire and
participating this study. The study may yield valuable information about the
economic impact of international student associated with university
attendance.
9. Risks: The only study risk is the inadvertent release of sensitive information found in
the questionnaire. Every effort will be made to maintain the confidentiality of
your study records. Files will be kept in secure cabinets where only the
investigator has access.
10. Right to Refuse:
Subjects may choose not to participate or to withdraw from the
study at any time without penalty or loss of any benefit to which they might otherwise be
entitled.
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11. Privacy: Results of the study may be published, but no names or identifying
information will be
included in the publication.
Subject identity will remain confidential unless disclosure is
required by law.
12. Signatures:
The study has been discussed with me and all my questions have been answered. I may
direct additional questions regarding study specifics to the investigators. If I have questions
about subjects' rights or other concerns, I can contact Robert C. Mathews, Institutional
Review Board Chair, (225) 578-8692, 203 B-1 David Boyd Hall, LSU, irb@lsu.edu,
www.lsu.edu/irb. I agree to participate in the study described above and acknowledge the
investigator's obligation to provide me with a signed copy of this consent form.
Signature:_________________ Name (Print)
Date:

(Returned form via email will serve as signature)
Note: This page will be separated from the following questionnaire to ensure
anonymous response.
RETURN THIS QUESTIONNAIRE TO:
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Steve.Kelly@PBRC.EDU

Louisiana State University International Student Questionnaire
This study is being conducted at Louisiana State University to
determine the economic impact of International Students at Louisiana State University on the
university, and the local and state economies. Your participation in taking time to thoughtfully
answer the following brief questionnaire is valued and can demonstrate the impact international
students have on the Baton Rouge Community. Information you provide for this study will be
confidential. Clarification of questions through a facilitator will be allowed, but for your
confidentiality, please do not share your responses with anyone.

RETURN THIS QUESTIONNAIRE TO: Steve.Kelly@ xxxxxxxx.
Code Word (like a password for you to identify your questionnaire when the consent form is separated)
NOTE: Extra Space for discussions may be found on last page.
Demographic Information
Section A. Student Profile
1.

What is your home country?

2.

How many months have you been in the U.S

3.

How long do you think you will be in the U.S. to complete your program?

4.

Are you married (X)?

. (months)

Yes

No

a.

If Yes, is your spouse a college or university student (X)?Yes

b.

If Yes, what is his/her actual out of pocket tuition expenses? $

year

What is your age (X)? Under 21

6.

How many people live in your household you‘re in now (including yourself)?

7.

How many children do you have living with you?

8.

If you have children, what kind of school does your child/children attend? ( X)
Public

Private

School

High School

c.

21-26

No

5.

a.

(months)

27-34

b. Day Care

Amount you pay monthly for your children‘s schooling? $

Please continue on next page.
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35+

Elementary

Middle

/ Month

Section B. Pre-academic Influences
9.

Do have friends/ family that attended school in the U.S. before you? Yes

No

10. Do you have friends/family that attended a school in Louisiana before you? Yes
No
11. Rank the factors that helped lead to your choice of LSU (1= most important, 9=least important)
a.

Location

g. Ability to get in

b.

Language

h. School Reputation in area of study

c.

Cost

i. Other: Identify

d.

Degree Marketability

e.

Friends recommended
g. Assistantship/scholarship
Why did you select to attend LSU? (Continue on last page if you need more space)

12.

(ability to get a job after graduation)

13. Would you recommend attending LSU to friends/family looking for a school
(more space next page) ?
a.

Yes

Why?

b.

No

Why not?

Section C. Academic and Financial Support Status
14. What is your status as a student (X) Undergraduate

Graduate

Research/Scholar

Professional
Special/Other
?
15. What is the source of you financial support? Please include annual support from all sources.
a.

Teaching or research assistantship

$

b.

If you have assistantship, is it from U.S. Source?(X) Yes

c.

U.S./LSU Fellowship/Scholarship/Financial aid

$

/ year

d.

Home Government/Private support

$

/ year

e. Personal Savings $
/ year
Please continue Academic and Financial Support Status on next page.
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/ year
No

f. Family Suppor $

/ year

g. Work Income $

/ year

h. Are you a Fulbright Scholar (X) Yes
No
Section D. Post-Academic Study
16. After completing your studies, what are your post-grad plans at this time (X)?
a. Strongly seeking U.S. employment
b. Will accept U.S. employment, but not pursuing
c. Undecided
d. Desire/wish to return to home country
e. Required to return to home country
17. What is the country of origin of the people with whom you socialize the most? (include
friends, not family or faculty)
(Rank 1 – 3 , with 1 representing the
highest contact)
a. United States
b. Home Country
c. Non-U.S./ Other
18. Out of your current acquaintances, friends, and professors at LSU-BR, how many do you
plan to be in contact/communication with for business or professional reasons following
the completion of your academic program?
19. Briefly, can you explain the value, either professionally or business related,
coming from your decision to study in the U.S.? (How is your U.S. degree going to benefit you?)

Please continue Post Academic Study on next page.

20. Observers of U.S. higher education often wonder about the tangible future effects—cultural
insight, developed business ties, political awareness—from educating over 500,000 international
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students in the U.S. (Perhaps you‘ll plan to do business with the U.S. Maybe you developed
greater tolerance of other cultures as a result of your U.S. experiences).
Briefly, how has your opinion of the US changed as a result of your studying in the US ?

Section E. Expenditure information The following questions ask you to estimate your monthly
expenses for an average month while at Louisiana State University. This section will ask you for total
estimates of one-time or periodic expenditures such as electronics and travel expenses. Read the list once,
then estimate to the best of your knowledge the monthly amount of expenditures you on average, spend
on each category monthly. If you are unsure, please use your best estimate (do not include expenditures
made on behalf of your family). Please list and estimate any additional monthly expenditures not
represented in the 16 categories provided in the area at the bottom of this page.
Estimated Monthly Expenditure
1. Telephone Bill

/ month

2. Utilities (Gas, Water, Electric, etc.)

/ month

3. Groceries and Food

/ month

4. Housing Rental

/ month

a. Where do you live (X)? On Campus
5. Transportation

Off Campus

a. Taxi

/ month

b. Bus tickets

/ month

c. Personal automobile (gasoline, repairs, etc)
6. Insurance

/ month

a. Health

/ month

b.

/ month

Automobile

c. Other (Personal property, renters, etc.)
Continue Expenditure Information on Next Page

/ month

7.

Medical Expenses

/ month

8.

Dining / Drinking out of the house

/ month
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9.

Clothing, accessories, and jewelry

/ month

10. Other retail items (household, medicine, gifts, hardware, etc)

/ month

11. Entertainment (theater, video, sports)

/ month

12. Personal services (laundry, hairstyling, health club)

/ month

13. Government (parking fees, traffic tickets, licenses, etc.)

/ year

14. Tuition and Fees

/ semester

Estimate per Semester

15. Summer Tuition

/ semester

16. Books, school supplies, etc. Estimate per Semester
17. What expenses / spending have been missed? Add more as needed (Circle one)

/ semester

Expense Category

Expense

/ month/semester/year

Expense Category
Expense
/ month/semester/year
Section F. Non-monthly Spending (One-time and periodic expenditures)
Please provide total spending for each of the following items purchased during your stay in the U.S. or
planned as a purchase before leaving the U.S. For example, If you have purchased four flight tickets each for $500
during your three years in the U.S. and plan to purchase a return ticket next year also for $500, list the total cost of
the four previously purchased tickets as $2000 under ―Previously Purchased‖ and the expected future ticket as $500
under ―Future Purchases‖.
Previously Purchased

Future Purchases.

1. Airline Ticket

$

$

2.

$

$

Vehicle Purchase

Continue Non-monthly Spending on next Page

3.

Furniture or appliances

$

$

4.

Electronics

$

$

5.

Computer (Printer, fax, modem, etc.)$

$
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6.

U.S. Travel and touring
$
Section G. Student Visitors Section
Many international students often have visitors, such as parents, family members, or friends from their
home country who accompany them on their arrival to the U.S., visit during semester breaks, or plan to travel with
the student after graduation. Please list previous expenditures under ―Past or Present‖ and expected expenditures
under ―Future or Expected.‖
Past or
Present Future or Expected
How many visits have you had from friends/family
1
during your studies at LSU? (Three separate visits of
.
one friend counts as ―3‖)
How many total days did all the visitors spend in the
U.S.?
2 (Two visitors for 10 days each and one for 4
.
days equals 24) (may help to think of as peopledays)
How many nights did all the visitors spend in hotels?
3
Include hotel stays during travel to and from Baton
.
Rouge.
How many of the total number of visiting days were
4
spent traveling and/or touring outside of Baton
.
Rouge?
Please estimate the total money spent by all your
$
$
5
visitors while in the U.S., including their travel
.
expenses.
A few participants will be contacted after completion of this questionnaire to confirm data validity. If you
are willing to participate in a follow-up discussion of your answers, please provide your name, phone number and
email address below.
Name (Print)

Phone

Email
Go to next page for other comments.
This sheet is for any additional information or comments that you were unable to fit in the spaces above.
Please identify the question number if this is a continuation of a previous question
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Appendix Table 3.49 Principles of Questionnaire Construction
Principle 1.

Make sure that the questionnaire items match your research objectives.

Principle 2.

Understand your research participants.

Principle 3.

Use natural and familiar language.

Principle 4.

Write items that are simple, clear and precise.

Principle 5.

Do not use ―leading‖ or ―loaded‖ questions.

Principle 6.

Avoid double-barreled questions.

Principle 7.

Avoid double negatives.

Principle 8.

Determine whether an open-ended or a closed-ended question is needed.

Principle 9.

Use mutually exclusive and exhaustive response categories for closedended questions.

Principle 10.

Consider different types of response categories available for closedended questionnaire items.

Principle 11.

Use multiple items to measure abstract items.

Principle 12.

Develop a Questionnaire that is easy for participants to use.

Principle 13.

Always pilot-test your questionnaire.

Source: (Johnson and Turner, 2003)
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Appendix Table 3.510 International Student Distribution by Country and Region,
Fall 2003-04
Int’l Student
Region of
Origin

Percentage
LSU-Baton Rouge

Int’l Students
At LSU-BR

North America

3.3

59

South America

7.3

131

8.3

148

Eastern Europe

5.9

105

Western Europe

5.5

98

Africa

8.6

154

Asia-Far East

52.4

935

8.3

147

.4

8

Central America
& Caribbean

Asia-Near &
Middle East
Oceania

Total# of
Students

1785

No. of
Countries
Represented

122

Source: (Louisiana State University Office of International
Programs, 2004)
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Appendix Table 3.61 Cost Benefits Related to International Student Attendance at Institutions of Higher
Education
Resource costs borne by institutions for provision of:
Tuition and supervision
Academic support services
Student support services
Student housing and sustenance
Marketing of programs
Administrative and other costs borne by government
Administration of foreign student programs
Financial support for incoming students (e.g. aid-related assistance)
Direct economic benefits:
Revenue from tuition fees and other charges
Revenue from external grants etc. on account of student exchange programs
Value of research output produced by graduate students
Value attaching to casual work undertaken
Value attaching to student expenditures on other goods and services
External effects:
Congestion costs
Costs attaching to displacement of domestic students
Cultural interactions and links
Alumnus links and stimulus to future trade

Source: (Caffrey and Isaacs, 1971, p. 85)
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Appendix Table 5.2
US Department of Labor Consumer Price Index
All Urban
Consumers
Year
1982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995

Index
96.5
99.6
103.9
107.6
109.6
113.6
118.3
124.0
130.7
136.2
140.3
144.5
148.2
152.4

Year
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009

Index
156.9
160.5
163.0
166.6
172.2
177.1
179.9
184.0
188.9
195.3
201.6
207.3
215.3
214.5

Appendix Table 5.3
Comparison of Cost of Instruction by Major Field of Study, LSU-BR 2008-09
Major Field of Study
Top 10 Int'l Student Majors
Electrical Engineering
Mechanical Engineering
Chemistry
Civil Engineering
Chemical Engineering
Petro Engineering
Biological Sciences
Mathematics
Music
Accounting
Other Major Fields of Study
Computer Science
Geography & Anthropology
Industrial Engineering
Agricultural Econ &
Agribusiness
Physics
Economics
English
Political Science
MBA
Food Science
Semester Total
Top 10 Int'l Student Majors
Engineering only

Per FTE

% from Avg Cost

$9,820
$5,347
$21,154
$6,133
$7,263
$3,912
$6,814
$38,159
$19,710
$6,851

23%
-33%
164%
-23%
-9%
-51%
-15%
376%
146%
-14%

$10,480
$11,583
$24,844
$2,489

31%
45%
210%
-69%
356%
284%
124%
-31%
-22%
15%
0%
24%
-1%

$36,529
$30,792
$17,913
$5,552
$6,229
$9,232
$8,009
$9,947
$7,957

Cost of instruction by major field represents department instructional only funds
as calculated from LSU Analysis C-2A and C-2B for Unrestricted and Restricted
Fund Expenditures for the year ended June 30, 2009 and LSU Budget and
Planning Enrollment by Unit, Level, Curriculum Racial/Ethnic and Gender, Fall
2008
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Appendix Table 5.4
Gradate Assistantship Award Amounts LSU-Baton Rouge 2008-09
Graduate Assistantship
Category
Average stipend Award all
Categories
Average Assistantship
Source: LSU Budget & Planning

Appointment

Stipend Tuition

50%

$14,410 $11,940
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Insurance

$

-

Total

$26,350

Appendix Table 5.5
Percent of GA Compensation Equivalent to market Productivity 2008-2009
Item
Ref

c
d
e
f
g
h
j
k

Area of Expenditure and/or
Adjustment
Non-resident Tuition
Remission
Insurance

s

Adj for institutional aid award
beyond GA comp

p
q

t
u

$13,810
$0
Undergraduate

(Y)

Weeks in contract period
Contract Hours per week
Total annual contract hours
Average GA wage per hour

r

o

Calculation
Reference

Average GA stipend

% GA comp. equal to market
productivity
Award Recipients
Average award package
Total institutional aid
awarded
Number of international
students (total)
Average institutional aid by
academic level
Adjustment for assistantship
productivity

l
m
n

International
Students

Avg. institutional aid by
academic level
Avg. institutional aid per
international student

168
7,436

Graduate
$14,410
$28,220
39
$20
$780
$0.24
$21.63
59.8%
814
$26,350

LSU B&P
(Y+c+d)

(f*g)
(e/h)

(k/j)

1,249,248 $21,448,900
380

1131

3,287

$18,965

0.00

59.8%

$1,249,248

$8,622,883

$3,287

$7,624

$6,534
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(0*(1-l)
(s/p)

Appendix Table 5.6
Total Expenditures/Pupil in US Public Schools K-12 1996/97-2008/09
Actual Per Pupil
Expense Unadjusted Adusted to 2008-2009
Year
Dollars
Dollars
1 2008-09
10,256
10,256
2 2007-08
10,006
10,146
3 2006-07
8,937
9,398
4 2005-06
8,486
9,154
5 2004-05
7,669
8,588
6 2003-04
7,271
8,387
7 2002-03
6,922
8,106
8 2001-02
6,567
7,911
9 2000-01
6,037
7,401
10 1999-00
5,804
7,359
11 1998-99
5,548
7,238
12 1997-98
5,187
6,884
13 1996-97
4,724
6,280
1996/97 - 2008/09
93,414
107,108
Years of school for 2009 high school graduation
Source: NCES: Nat'l Center for Educational Statistics (2010, p 277-278)
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Appendix Table 5.7
Tax Revenue Dividend of International Student Immigrants
Net Present Value from International Student Immigrants
Average US Tax Revenue per Tax Payer
Average Revenue per Tax Payer w/Bachelor Degree
Estimated Tax Revenue Dividend for International Student
Immigrant
Student Age
26 Non-Immigrant - International
$0
27 Graduate Student Entry
$0
28
$0
29
$0
30
$0
31
$4,472
32
$4,472
33
$4,472
34
$4,472
35
$4,472
36
$4,472
37
$4,472
38
$4,472
39
$4,472
40
$4,472
41
$4,472
42
$4,472
43
$4,472
44
$4,472
45
$4,472
46
$4,472
47
$4,472
48
$4,472
49
$4,472
50
$4,472
51
$4,472
52
$4,472
53
$4,472
54
$4,472
55
$4,472
56
$4,472
57
$4,472
58
$4,472
59
$4,472
60
$4,472
NPV of Developmental Cost Savings Tax Revenue
$134,160
Source Trends.Collegeboard.org (2011), USDA(2009),
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$8,528
$13,000
$4,472
Dividend

$221,190

$355,350

VITA
Steve Kelly retired from Pennington Biomedical Research Center, Louisiana State
University System, after twenty-three years as the Senior Business Manager and International
Services Officer. Mr. Kelly additionally was responsible for procurement and equipment
maintenance management.
Mr. Kelly attended Louisiana State University and received a Bachelor of Science degree
from the College of Agriculture Dairy Science Department in Reproductive Physiology while
working at the Dairy Science Climatic Control Center, participating in various animal and
laboratory oriented research projects. He continued his education in the Agricultural Economics
Department completing a research thesis entitled ―An economic analysis of silage production,
harvest, storage and feeding systems used in Louisiana‖ and earning a Master of Science degree.
Mr. Kelly accepted a position as Research Associate with the Louisiana State University Agricultural Center in the Department of Agricultural Economics performing economic and farm
management research related to sugar cane, cotton gins, farm budget management and rural
poverty analysis. While working at the Louisiana State University Agricultural Center, he took
over computer operations in the department and advanced to the position of Assistant to the
Head of Department.
Mr. Kelly left Louisiana State University - Agricultural Economics to become the first
business manager at Louisiana State University System – Pennington Biomedical Research
Center during the startup of this world renowned biomedical nutritional research facility. He
will complete his studies with a dissertation entitled ―Economic impact of international students
attending an institution of higher education in the United States‖ for his Doctor of Philosophy
degree at Louisiana State University in May 2012 in the Department of Educational Theory,
Policy and Practice.

201

